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DOT/FAA/PP-92-1 


THE  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20590 


June  29,  1992 


The  Honorable  Dan  Quayle 
President  of  the  Senate 
Washington,  DC  20510 

Dear  Mr.  President: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  the  repoirt  required  by  Section  9114  of 
the  Aviation  Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1990  (Public 
Law  101-508} .  This  section  calls  for  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  to  establish,  monitor,  review,  evaluate,  and 
formulate  recommendations  for  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot 
Program.  The  pilot  program  authorizes  three  states  to 
administer  projects  under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) 
during  fiscal  years  1990  through  1992  for  several  categories  of 
AIP  funding. 

Supported  by  the  positive  results  of  this  demonstration,  the 
Administration's  reauthorization  proposal  recommends  expansion 
of  the  block  grant  program  to  allow  voluntary  participation  by 
all  states.  All  states  should  be  encouraged  to  become  more 
involved  in  the  management  of  Federal  airport  grant  projects. 
The  pilot  program  report  provides  recommendations  which  will 
protect  the  integrity  of  the  Nation's  systems  of  airports  and 
will  help  to  facilitate  a  smooth  transition  for  increased  state 
involvement  in  AIP. 

An  identical  letter  is  being  provided  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 


Enclosure 


Sincerely, 


Andrew  H.  Card,  Jrr^,. 
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THE  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON,  O.C.  20590 


June  29,  1992 


The  Honorable  Thomas  S.  Foley 
Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  the  report  required  by  Section  9114  of 
the  Aviation  Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1990  (Public 
Law  101-508) .  This  section  calls  for  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  to  establish,  monitor,  review,  evaluate,  and 
formulate  recommendations  for  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot 
Program.  The  pilot  program  authorizes  three  states  to 
administer  projects  under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) 
during  fiscal  years  1990  through  1992  for  several  categories  of 
AIP  funding. 

Supported  by  the  positive  results  of  this  demonstration,  the 
Administration's  reauthorization  proposal  recommends  expansion 
of  the  block  grant  program  to  allow  voluntary  participation  by 
all  states.  All  states  should  be  encouraged  to  become  more 
involved  in  the  management  of  Federal  airport  grant  projects. 
The  pilot  program  report  provides  recommendations  which  will 
protect  the  integrity  of  the  Nation's  systems  of  airports  and 
will  help  to  facilitate  a  smooth  transition  for  increased  state 
involvement  in  AIP. 

An  identical  letter  is  being  provided  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate. 


Sincerely, 


Enclosure 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  report  is  submitted  to  Congress  as  required  by  the  Airport 
and  Airway  Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987 
(P.L.  100-223)  amended  by  the  Aviation  Safety  and  Capacity 
Expansion  Act  of  1990  (P.L.  101-508).  Provisions  in  these  laws 
direct  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  issue 
regulations,  implement  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program,  and 
report  to  Congress  on  the  results  of  a  program  review. 

The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  authorized  not  more  than 
three  states  to  administer  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) 
for  nonprimary  airports  during  fiscal  years  1990  through  1992. 

The  states  of  Illinois,  Missouri,  and  North  Carolina  were 
selected  by  the  FAA  for  the  pilot  program. 

Background.  To  promote  a  safe  and  efficient  nationwide  system  of 
public-use  airports,  the  Federal  Government  has  made  grants  to 
state  and  local  governments  since  1946.  Funds  appropriated  from 
the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  for  all  AIP  funding  categories 
during  fiscal  years  1990,  1991,  and  1992  were  $1,425  billion, 

$1.8  billion,  and  $1.9  billion,  respectively. 

This  investment  in  airport  infrastructure  during  the  last  several 
years  has  increased  significantly  to  enhance  airport  safety, 
capacity,  and  security.  Also,  the  new  passenger  facility  charge 
legislation  will  add  a  major  revenue  source  for  airport 
development.  AIP  workload  for  planning  and  environmental 
activities  has  been  increasing  in  recent  years,  thereby 
complicating  the  Federal  management  of  the  airport  development 
process.  Airport  sponsor  compliance  responsibilities  have  also 
increased  with  labor,  contracting,  and  lobbying  provisions,  to 
name  a  few. 

The  purpose  of  the  pilot  program  is  to  identify  administrative 
functions  which  might  successfully  be  shifted  to  or  shared  with 
states  in  carrying  out  the  AIP.  The  pilot  program  potentially 
allows  greater  state  discretion  in  selecting  and  managing 
projects  within  several  categories  of  AIP  funding.  The  concept 
of  more  state  involvement  in  grant  management  is  designed  to  test 
how  states  can  assist  in  improving  the  delivery  of  Federal  funds 
to  airport  sponsors. 

Findings.  Six  block  grants  totaling  $89  million,  including 
$62  million  of  discretionary  funds,  were  issued  to  the  three 
states  during  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991.  During  this  time,  the 
states  placed  under  grant  117  airport  projects  representing  an 
investment  of  $65  million  in  AIP  funds.  This  report  is  based 
primarily  on  these  two  years  of  experience.  Three  additional 
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block  grants  totaling  $58  million  were  issued  in  fiscal 

year  1992,  but  complete  data  for  this  year  were  not  available  for 

this  report. 

FAA  has  found  that  differing  levels  of  staff  resources  and 
experience  among  the  three  pilot  program  states  have  resulted  in 
distinctly  different  approaches  to  administering  airport 
improvement  grants.  Illinois  has  a  large  state  aviation  agency 
which  adapted  quickly  to  the  block  grant  procedures  due  largely 
to  having  experience  in  channelling  Federal  airport  funds  prior 
to  receipt  of  block  grants.  Missouri  has  a  small  state  aviation 
agency  which  had  to  increase  its  staff  to  administer  the  pilot 
program.  North  Carolina,  which  has  a  medium-sized  state  aviation 
agency  with  fewer  functions  than  Illinois,  but  more  than 
Missouri,  adjusted  with  minor  staffing  changes. 

This  range  of  capabilities  represents  a  challenge  and  opportunity 
for  identifying  administrative  functions  which  might  successfully 
be  shifted  to  or  shared  with  states  in  carrying  out  the  AIP.  The 
findings  indicate  that  a  single  formula  for  the  block  grants  may 
not  be  preferable,  from  the  standpoint  of  conforming  to  existing 
state  administrative  structures,  or  necessary  in  order  to  provide 
reasonable  flexibility  for  state  grant  administration. 

FAA  airports  offices  administering  block  grants  observed  that 
state  aviation  staffs  have  worked  very  hard  to  make  the  pilot 
program  successful,  and  their  working  relationships  have 
furthered  effective  AIP  management.  During  formal  evaluation 
meetings  with  airport  sponsors  and  consultants,  most  of  those 
interviewed  were  positive  about  state  involvement  in  the  pilot 
program  and  endorsed  expansion  of  block  grants  to  other  states. 
Many  were  enthusiastic  about  the  new  role  and  discretion  for  the 
states  in  selecting  and  managing  projects. 

Conclusions.  The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  has  shown  that 
states  can  successfully  assume  more  responsibility  for  management 
of  Federal  airport  grants.  The  airport  grant  process  is 
substantially  more  complex  today  than  in  the  recent  past  due  to 
increasing  environmental  and  sponsor  compliance  workload.  The 
greater  state  role  supplements  limited  FAA  resources  available  to 
manage  these  expanding  responsibilities,  higher  AIP  funding 
levels,  and  the  passenger  facility  charge  program.  However, 
constraints  on  state  involvement  in  the  AIP  have  been  identified 
based  on  observations  made  during  the  pilot  program.  The 
following  areas  should  be  addressed  to  facilitate  any  decision  to 
shift  or  share  AIP  administrative  functions  under  a  permanent 
state  block  grant  program: 

o  Allowing  the  use  of  block  grant  funds  for  administrative  costs 
under  AIP  to  pay  for  a  portion  of  the  additional  staffing  and 
training  would  likely  lead  to  more  states  becoming  involved. 
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o  States  should  be  strongly  encouraged  to  complete  environmental 
assessments  and  plan  regularly  for  effective  use  of  airport 
development  resources  to  develop  their  network  of  airports  to 
meet  forecast  needs. 

o  Effective  and  visible  FAA  oversight  should  be  maintained  for 
all  airports,  including  the  smaller  general  aviation  airports, 
to  help  ensure  airport  systemwide  standardization. 

o  The  impact  of  including  relievers,  commercial  service,  and 
joint-use  airports  in  any  expanded  block  grant  program  has 
not  been  completely  addressed  by  the  pilot  program  and  would 
require  continuing  assessment. 

The  FAA  has  further  concluded  that  the  states  have  an  effective 
relationship  with  general  aviation  airports  and  are  well  suited 
to  perform  the  following  five  categories  of  specific  AIP 
management  functions,  with  or  without  block  grants: 

1.  Project  coordination  and  monitoring  of  airport  project  work 
could  be  facilitated  by  states,  especially  with  respect  to 
ensuring  the  involvement  of  interested  parties  in  AIP  projects. 

2.  A  capital  improvement  programming  process  acceptable  to  the 
FAA  could  be  established  by  the  states  for  general  aviation 
airports  as  well  as  other  airports,  if  appropriate. 

3.  Project  procurement,  land  acquisition,  contracting,  approval 
of  plans  and  specifications,  materials  design  and  testing, 
ensuring  safety  during  construction,  payments,  and  audits  could 
be  performed  by  states. 

4.  A  state's  aviation  planning  program  could  assess  airport 
development  and  land  use  controls  in  the  vicinity  of  airports. 

5.  A  compliance  program  could  be  established  by  states  to  ensure 
airport  sponsors  understand  and  comply  with  their  obligations 
with  respect  to  grant  assurances. 

Recommendations .  The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  in 
Illinois,  Missouri,  and  North  Carolina  should  be  expanded  to 
allow  voluntary  participation  by  all  states.  All  of  the 
recommendations  which  follow,  except  the  first,  require  statutory 
changes  to  allow  states  to  perform  the  specified  functions: 

1.  All  states  should  be  encouraged  to  become  more  involved  in 
the  five  categories  of  specific  administrative  functions  that 
states  are  suited  to  perform,  as  listed  above. 

2.  The  50  states,  six  territories,  and  District  of  Columbia 
should  be  invited  to  apply  for  block  grants  for  general  aviation 
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airports,  excluding  relievers  and  those  designated  under  the 
Military  Airport  Program. 

3.  A  block  grant  application  would  be  approved  only  if  the  FAA 
determines  that  the  state  has  a  capable  agency,  a  satisfactory 
aviation  system  planning  process,  a  capital  improvement 
programming  process  acceptable  to  the  FAA,  agreed  to  comply  with 
Federal  procedural  and  other  standard  requirements  for 
administering  a  block  grant,  and  agreed  to  provide  the  FAA  with 
such  program  information  as  may  be  required. 

4.  States  that  have  satisfactorily  administered  a  general 
aviation  block  grant  for  one  year  or  more  should  be  eligible  to 
expand  their  block  grants  to  also  include  reliever  and  nonprimary 
commercial  service  airports. 

5.  States  should  assume  planning  and  environmental  functions  for 
block  grant  airport  projects. 

6.  Up  to  1  percent  of  a  state's  apportionment  funds,  or  $75,000, 
whichever  is  greater,  should  be  allowable  under  block  grants  to 
help  defray  the  state's  program  administrative  costs,  subject  to 
requirements  to  be  established  by  the  Secretary. 

7.  The  FAA  should  maintain  oversight  of  programs  in  each  block 
grant  state  in  a  similar  manner  as  required  by  the  legislation 
for  the  pilot  program. 


SECTION  1 


BACKGROUND 


The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  was  authorized  initially  for 
two  years  by  Section  116  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and 
Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987  (1987  Act),  which  reauthorized  the 
Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) .  The  pilot  program  was 
extended  an  additional  year  to  a  total  of  three  years  by  the 
Aviation  Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1990  (1990  Act) . 

The  purpose  of  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  is  to  identify 
administrative  functions  which  might  successfully  be  shifted  to 
or  shared  with  states  in  carrying  out  the  AIP.  The  pilot  program 
potentially  allows  greater  state  discretion  in  selecting  and 
managing  projects  within  several  categories  of  AIP  funding.  The 
legislation  directs  FAA  to  conduct  a  review  and  report  to 
Congress  recommendations  for  further  action  relating  to  state 
administration  of  the  AIP. 

This  report  contains  detailed  information  about  the  pilot 
program,  state-by-state  findings,  conclusions,  as  well  as 
recommendations  resulting  from  FAA  review  and  evaluation. 


Airport  laprovement  Program  (AIP) 

To  promote  a  safe  and  efficient  nationwide  system  of  public-use 
airports,  the  Federal  Government  has  made  grants  for  state  and 
local  governments  since  1946.  The  initial  Federal  Aid  Airport 
Program  drew  funding  from  the  general  fund  of  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
In  1970,  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  was  established  based 
on  aviation  user  taxes.  Grants  were  made  from  the  trust  fund 
under  the  Planning  Grant  Program  and  the  Airport  Development  Aid 
Program.  Planning  and  development  grants  from  the  trust  fund 
were  combined  in  1982  under  the  current  AIP.  AIP  grants  are 
distributed  for  projects  at  airports  in  the  National  Plan  of 
Integrated  Airport  Systems  (NPIAS) . 

Funds  appropriated  from  the  trust  fund  for  all  airport  grant 
categories  during  the  pilot  program,  fiscal  years  1990,  1991,  and 
1992,  were  $1,425  billion,  $1.8  billion,  and  $1.9  billion, 
respectively.  The  Federal  investment  in  airport  infrastructure 
Quring  the  last  several  years  has  been  increased  substantially  to 
enhance  airport  safety,  capacity,  and  security.  The  funding 
categories,  eligibility,  and  procedures  for  the  AIP  are  outlined 
below. 
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Funding  Categories.  Not  more  than  49.5  percent  of  annual  AIP 
funds  made  available  through  appropriations  are  passenger  or 
cargo  entitlements  for  primary  airports  and  cargo  service 
airports,  (Primary  airports  are  commercial  service  airports 
which  annually  enplane  more  than  10,000  passengers,  while 
commercial  service  airports  annually  enplane  2,500  or  more 
passengers  and  have  scheduled  passenger  service.)  Not  less  than 
0.5  percent  of  annual  AIP  funds  made  available  through 
appropriations  are  for  planning  agencies  for  the  purpose  of 
airport  system  planning.  Alaskan  airports  are  provided  an 
additional  specific  amount.  The  passenger  or  cargo  entitlement, 
airport  system  planning,  and  Alaskan  funds  were  not  utilized  for 
the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program. 

Twelve  percent  of  the  annual  AIP  funds  made  available  through 
appropriations  is  distributed  for  projects  within  the  states  and 
insular  areas  at  NPIAS  airports  other  than  commercial  service 
airports.  This  category  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  state 
apportionment  funds,  and  it  has  been  a  major  source  of  pilot 
program  funding. 

Ten  percent  of  the  annual  AIP  funds  is  set  aside  for  reliever 
airports,  10  percent  is  for  noise  programs,  and  2.5  percent  is 
for  non  rimary  commercial  service  airports.  These  categories  of 
funding  have  been  utilized  for  the  pilot  program  since  they  would 
be  available  to  nonprimary  airports  if  the  state  had  not  received 
a  block  grant.  These  categories  of  funding  are  commonly  referred 
to  as  discretionary  funds  distributed  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary.  However,  under  the  pilot  program,  the  state  has 
discretion  in  selecting  projects  to  be  funded. 

The  1990  Act  made  changes  which  affect  funding  levels  for  State 
Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  airports.  The  1990  Act  set  aside 
1.5  percent  of  annual  AIP  funds  made  available  through 
appropriations  for  former  militairy  bases.  Funds  under  this 
Military  Airport  Program  were  not  used  for  the  pilot  program. 

The  remaining  13.5  percent  of  the  annual  AIP  funding  (15  percent 
prior  to  fiscal  year  1991)  is  discretionary  funds.  At  least 
75  percent  of  these  discretionary  fund  is  used  for  capacity, 
safety,  security,  or  noise  projects,  and  25  percent  is  used  at 
any  NPIAS  airport.  Again,  this  category  of  funding  has  been 
utilized  for  the  pilot  program  since  it  would  be  available  to 
nonprimary  airports  if  the  state  had  not  received  a  block  grant. 
Although  this  category  of  funding  is  commonly  referred  to  as 
discretionary  funds  distributed  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  pilot  program  states  select  the  projects. 

Additional  funds  were  made  available  by  the  1990  Act  from  lost 
entitlements  in  cases  where  a  passenger  facility  charge  (PFC)  has 
been  imposed  by  medium  and  large  hub  airports.  (Medium  and  large 
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hub  airports  have  0.25  percent  or  more  of  annual  U.S. 
enplanements  each.)  The  PFC  lost  entitlements  are  to  be 
redistributed  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  with 
12.5  percent  for  small  hubs.  (Small  hubs  have  0.05  percent  or 
more,  but  less  than  0.25  percent,  of  annual  U.S.  enplanements 
each.)  Another  12.5  percent  of  PFC  lost  entitlements  is  for  any 
NPIAS  airport.  The  remaining  75  percent  of  PFC  lost  entitlements 
goes  to  the  small  airport  fund.  Within  the  small  airport  fund, 

25  percent  of  PFC  lost  entitlements  is  for  other  than  commercial 
service  airports,  and  50  percent  of  lost  entitlements  is  for 
nonhub  commercial  service  airports.  (Nonhiib  commurcial  service 
airports  have  less  than  0.05  percent  of  annual  U.S.  enplanements 
each . ) 

The  nonprimary  airports  in  a  state  participating  in  the  pilot 
program  are  eligible  to  receive  the  PFC  lost  entitlements  to  the 
same  extent  they  would  be  without  the  block  grant.  However,  lost 
entitlement  funds  have  not  been  made  available  under  these 
provisions  to  date  because  of  the  time  required  by  sponsors, 
airlines,  and  FAA  for  initiating  passenger  facility  charges.  The 
PFC  legislation  is  important  since  it  will  have  the  effect  of 
adding  significantly  to  the  total  funds  available  for  airport 
development. 

Eligibility.  Eligible  planning  projects  under  the  AIP  include 
airport  system  plans  for  a  network  of  airports  within  states  or 
metropolitan  areas.  Airport  master  plans  and  noise  compatibility 
planning  for  existing  or  new  individual  airports  are  also 
eligible. 

Eligible  development  projects  include  facilities  or  equipment 
associated  with  construction,  improvement,  or  repair  (excluding 
routine  maintenance)  of  an  airport.  Typical  development  work 
includes:  land  acquisition;  site  preparation;  construction, 

alteration,  and  repair  of  runways,  taxiways,  aprons,  and  roads 
within  airport  boundaries;  construction  and  installation  of 
lighting,  utilities,  navigation  aids,  and  aviation-related 
weather  reporting  equipment;  safety  equipment  required  for 
certification  of  an  airport  facility;  security  equipment  required 
by  the  FAA  by  rule  or  regulation;  snow  removal  equipment;  limited 
terminal  development  at  commercial  service  airports;  equipment  to 
measure  runway  surface  friction;  and  fire  fighting  training 
facilities. 

AIP  Procedures.  The  airport  grant  process  generally  begins  with 
a  preliminary  meeting  between  the  state  or  airport  sponsor  and 
FAA  to  discuss  planning,  procurement,  and  the  Disadvantaged 
Business  Enterprise  Program.  An  initial  planning  grant  may  be 
used  to  prepare  airport  layout  plans,  provide  the  opportunity  for 
public  hearings,  consider  environmental  impacts,  and  ensure  the 
effective  use  of  airport  development  resources.  Planning  and 
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environmental  workload  has  increased  substantially  in  recent 
years  thereby  complicating  the  airport  grant  process. 

The  airport  sponsor  normally  files  a  preapplication  for  a 
development  project.  The  preapplication  for  an  airport  grant  may 
be  submitted  through  a  state  agency  as  noted  below.  A  refined 
application  is  then  submitted  with  assurances  the  project  is  in 
accordance  with  Federal  laws,  executive  orders,  regulations. 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  circulars,  advisory  circulars, 
and  state  standards.  If  the  project  is  approved,  FAA  issues  a 
grant  offer,  which  becomes  the  grant  agreement  after  acceptance 
by  the  sponsor.  Federal  oversight  of  the  initial  airport  grant 
process  ensures  an  interface  is  maintained  with  other  FAA 
programs,  such  as  air  trc.ffic,  flight  standards,  airway 
facilities,  logistics,  and  civil  aviation  security. 

An  airport  grant  project  is  accomplished  by  the  sponsor 
monitoring  the  performance  of  work,  making  contract  payments, 
determining  that  costs  are  allowable,  and  auditing  of  accounts. 
The  airport  sponsor's  responsibilities  have  increased  in  recent 
years  with  labor,  contracting,  and  lobbying  provisions,  to  name  a 
few.  Federal  oversight  of  these  functions  ensures  that  projects 
are  accomplished  in  accordance  with  applicable  FAA  airport  design 
standards,  safe  and  efficient  use  of  navigable  airspace,  and 
uniform  administrative  requirements. 

In  accepting  Federal  grants  for  other  than  planning,  the  airport 
sponsor  incurs  obligations  which  continue  after  the  project  is 
financially  complete.  The  continuing  obligations  include; 
keeping  the  airport  available  for  public  use  on  fair  and 
reasonable  terms;  maintaining  the  airport;  not  granting  exclusive 
rights;  taking  appropriate  action  to  achieve  compatible  uses  of 
land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport;  using  airport  revenue  for 
airport  purposes;  making  records  available  for  inspection  by  the 
FAA;  and  ensuring  that  no  person  is  excluded  from  participating 
in  any  activity  conducted  with  or  benefiting  from  grant  funds  on 
the  grounds  of  race,  creed,  color,  national  origin,  sex,  age,  or 
handicap.  Federal  oversight  of  the  sponsor's  compliance  with  the 
obligations  ensures  that  the  investment  of  AIP  funds  is 
protected. 


State  Involvement  in  Airport  Orants 

state  channelling  of  Federal  airport  grants  occurs  in  various 
forms  in  numerous  states.  This  is  required  in  those  states  where 
a  state  gency  has  been  designated  through  which  airport  sponsors 
must  seek  approval  prior  to  the  granting  of  Federal  funds.  State 
channelling  of  Federal  airport  grants  may  entail  significant 
oversight  by  the  states  beyond  review  by  the  FAA  of  the  sponsor's 
project  work  and  continuing  obligations. 
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Most  of  the  states  have  direct  involvement  with  Federal  airport 
grants,  even  when  state  channelling  does  not  occur.  Many  of  the 
states  own  NPIAS  airports  or  act  as  agents  for  the  airport  owners 
that  receive  a  Federal  grant.  State  involvement  with  project 
work  and  continuing  obligations  of  this  type  may  be  as 
significant  as  in  the  states  which  require  channelling  of  Federal 
grants.  Some  of  the  states  also  have  active  airport  grant 
programs  of  their  own. 

All  of  the  states  have  some  role  in  airport  grants,  even  where 
channelling  or  other  direct  involvement  in  Federal  projects  does 
not  occur.  Each  of  the  states  has  a  system  of  existing  and 
proposed  airports  which  is  related  to  overall  state  activities. 
States,  in  consultation  with  local  elected  officials,  establish 
procedures  on  intergovernmental  project  coordination  for  airport 
grants.  States  and  local  governments  are  responsible  for  the 
establishment  of  procedures  for  airport  zoning  or  other  land  use 
controls  to  procect  airports  as  required  by  grant  assurances. 
These  are  significant  involvements  with  airport  grants  that  all 
states  have  in  common,  although  state  aviation  functions  vary 
widely. 


State  Demonstration  Program  of  1977-1978 

A  demonstration  program  in  which  four  states  administered  airport 
development  projects  was  conducted  during  fiscal  years  1977-1978 
to  evaluate  anhanced  state  involvement  in  Federal  grants. 

Arizona,  Michigan,  Pennsylvania,  and  South  Dakota  administered 
Airport  Development  Aid  Program  (ADAP)  grants  for  general 
aviation  airports  in  their  states .  The  following  is  a  summary  of 
FAA  findings  from  the  state  demonstration  program  report  to 
Congress  of  June  1978  and  a  follow-up  report  dated  November  1979: 

o  Twenty-three  states  submitted  applications  for  the 
demonstration  indicating  broad  state  interest. 

o  Four  states  administered  their  projects  satisfactorily.  A 
number  of  errors  or  omissions  occurred  due  to  inexperience 
with  Federal  program  requirements. 

o  Except  in  a  few  cases,  construction  appeared  to  be  of 
satisfactory  quality. 

o  Engineering  was  the  strongest  point  of  the  state 

organizations.  Only  three  of  the  17  demonstration  projects 
had  significant  engineering  problems,  while  environmental 
considerations  and  sponsor  compliance  with  various  contractual 
provisions  of  the  grant  agreements  received  less  attention. 
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o  States  were  uniformly  critical  of  the  statutory  requirement 
that  they  must  operate  in  the  same  manner  and  be  subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  the  FAA. 

o  States  shared  the  opinion  that  the  demonstration  period  was 
too  short.  Block  grants  were  accepted  during  February  and 
March  1977,  which  left  only  nine  months  until  the 
evaluation  data  collection  phase  was  completed. 

o  States  expressed  the  belief  that  they  could  administer  grants 
more  quickly  and  effectively  than  the  FAA. 

o  Some  airport  sponsors  agreed  in  principle  that  states  could 
administer  grants  more  quickly  and  effectively  than  the  FAA, 
although  they  had  little  or  no  experience  with  ADAP  projects 
to  draw  comparisons. 

o  In  some  instances,  states  suggested  they  would  need 

additional  resources  from  the  Federal  Government  if  state 
block  grants  were  made  permanent. 

o  The  majority  of  states  and  airport  sponsors  expressed 

reservations  about  the  use  of  sponsor  certification  procedures 
since  the  ultimate  liability  for  defects  in  project 
accomplishment  rests  with  the  state  or  FAA. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  FAA  conclusions  and  recommendations 

from  the  state  demonstration  program  report  to  Congress  of 

June  1978  and  the  follow-up  report  dated  November  1979: 

o  In  general,  the  states  administered  the  grants  with  enthusiasm 
and  success.  All  of  the  states  had  weak  spots  in  project 
documentation  due  to  personnel  turnovers  and  a  lack  of 
complete  familiarity  with  Federal  administrative  and  technical 
requirements.  State  performance  in  engineering  control  was 
satisfactory  with  a  very  few  exceptions. 

o  In  three  of  the  four  states,  augmentation  of  the  aviation 

organization's  resources  would  be  needed  if  state  block  grants 
were  made  permanent.  The  additional  resources  could  be 
personnel  or  increased  budgets  for  accounting,  legal,  land 
appraisal,  relocation  assistance,  and  other  services. 
Sufficient  manpower  is  needed  to  advise  and  assist  airport 
sponsors  and  periodically  inspect  project  work. 

o  The  statutory  requirement  for  the  states  to  operate  in  the 
same  manner  and  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  the  FAA 
was  the  provision  of  the  program  most  criticized  by  states. 

The  administration  of  the  ADAP  is  based  on  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Development  Act  and  42  other  statutes  and  regulations. 
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These  requirements  cannot  be  administratively  waived,  although 
some  states  suggested  that  use  of  state  laws  which  address  the 
same  issues  would  accomplish  the  intent  of  the  Federal  laws. 

o  An  extension  of  the  demonstration  program  was  recommended 
since  FAA  had  already  conducted,  in  varying  degrees, 
preliminary  work  on  individual  projects  in  each  of  the  states. 
Overall,  the  time  allowed  for  the  demonstration  program  was 
too  short.  The  demonstration  program  did  not  provide  for 
projects  of  enough  variety  and  complexity  to  be  a  full  test. 

The  Congress  did  not  act  on  these  recommendations,  and  the 
demonstration  program  expired. 
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SECTION  2 


STATUTORY  AUTHORITY 


The  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982  (1982  Act) 
established  the  AIP  which  provides  for  grant  assistance  with 
airport  planning  and  development  funded  from  the  airport  and 
airway  trust  fund.  The  1982  Act  has  been  amended  several  times, 
and  one  major  amendment  is  the  1987  Act.  Another  major  amendment 
to  the  1982  Act  is  the  1990  Act. 

Section  116  of  the  1987  Act  added  a  new  section  534  to 

the  1982  Act  to  authorize  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program. 

That  section  reads  as  follows: 

"(a)  Promulgation  of  Regulation;  Effective  Period. — Not  later 
than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  promulgate  regulations  to  implement  a  State 
block  grant  pilot  program  to  become  effective  on  October  1,  1989. 
Such  program  shall  not  be  effective  after  September  30,  1991. 

” (b)  Assumption  of  Certain  Responsibilities. — Such  regulations 
shall  provide  that  the  Secretary  may  designate  not  more  than 
3  qualified  States  to  assume  administrative  responsibility  for 
all  airport  grant  funding  available  under  this  title,  other  than 
funding  which  has  been  designated  for  use  at  primary  airports. 

”(c)  Selection  of  State  Participants. — The  Secretary  shall 
select  States  for  participation  in  such  program  on  the  basis  of 
applications  submitted  to  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall 
select  a  State  only  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  State — 

"(1)  has  an  agency  or  organization  capable  of 
administering  effectively  any  block  grant  made  under  this 
section; 

"(2)  uses  a  satisfactory  airport  system  planning  process; 

"(3)  uses  a  programming  process  acceptable  to  the 
Secretary; 

"(4)  has  agreed  to  comply  with  Federal  procedural  and 
other  standard  requirements  for  administering  any  such  block 
grant ;  and 

"(5)  has  agreed  to  provide  the  Secretary  with  such  program 
information  as  the  Secretary  may  require. 

"Before  determining  that  any  planning  process  is  satisfactory  or 
any  programming  process  is  acceptable,  the  Secretary  shall  ensure 
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that  such  process  provides  for  meeting  critical  safety  and 
security  needs  and  that  the  programming  process  ensures  that  the 
needs  of  the  national  airport  system  will  be  addressed  in 
deciding  to  which  projects  funds  will  be  provided. 

"(d)  Review  and  Report. — The  Secretary  shall  conduct  an  ongoing 
review  of  the  program  established  under  this  section,  and  shall, 
not  later  than  90  days  before  its  scheduled  termination,  report 
to  Congress  the  results  of  such  review,  together  with 
recommendations  for  further  action  relating  to  the  program." 

Section  9114  of  the  1990  Act  extended  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot 
Program  from  the  original  two  years,  to  three  years,  so  that  it 
is  effective  through  fiscal  year  1992.  The  same  section  also 
added  time  to  the  period  allowed  for  the  pilot  program  to  be 
effective  before  the  FAA  report  to  Congress. 
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SECTION  3 


STATE  SELECTION  PROCEDURE 


Rules  for  selection  and  participation  of  states  in  the  State 
Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  were  published  as  Part  156  of  Federal 
Aviation  Regulations  during  October  1988.  Letters  of  interest 
were  solicited  from  governors,  and  interested  states  were 
provided  with  the  procedure  for  state  applications.  After 
applications  were  received,  a  state  selection  committee  reviewed 
each  application  and  made  a  recommendation  to  the  FAA 
Administrator . 

The  letters  of  interest  were  solicited  by  the  FAA  Administrator 
from  governors  of  the  50  states,  six  territories,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  in  November  1988.  Letters  of  interest  in 
accordance  with  Part  156  were  received  from  35  states.  Eight 
additional  states  responded  in  writing  that  they  would  not  apply. 
Only  14  states  did  not  respond  in  writing  to  Part  156. 

The  publication  of  Part  156  also  resulted  in  letters  of  comment 
from  six  states  and  the  National  Association  of  Aviation 
Officials.  A  meeting  between  the  National  Association  of  State 
Aviation  Officials  and  the  FAA  was  held  in  December  1988  to 
discuss  these  comments.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  main 
comments : 

o  A  larger  number  of  states  should  be  involved  in  the  pilot 
program. 

o  Pilot  program  administration  costs  should  be  allowable. 

o  The  selected  states  should  have  the  same  authority  regarding 
waivers  and  special  grant  conditions  as  the  FAA. 

o  States  should  have  access  to  discretionary  funding  over  and 
above  the  block  grant  amount. 

o  States  should  not  be  required  to  distribute  funds  using  the 
Federal  percentages  for  the  various  categories  of  airports  and 
types  of  work. 

o  The  intent  of  Congress  under  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot 
Program  is  to  permit  the  Federal  Government  to  "bless"  an 
existing  state  program  for  distribution  of  grants.  The  pilot 
program  should  not  repeat  the  state  demonstration  program  of 
fiscal  years  1977-1978  which  required  states  to  operate  in  the 
same  manner  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  FAA. 
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The  interested  states  were  provided  with  a  booklet  on  the 
procedure  for  applications,  the  state  selection  process,  and 
pilot  program  ground  rules,  in  December  1988.  The  booklet. 
Procedure  for  State  Applications,  is  shown  in  Appendix  A.  The 
booklet  resolves  some,  although  not  all,  of  the  comments  received 
on  Part  156. 

Of  the  35  states  that  expressed  interest,  applications  based  on 
the  guidance  in  the  booklet  were  received  from  10  states.  Nine 
of  the  states  that  submitted  letters  of  interest  later  responded 
in  writing  that  they  would  not  apply  for  the  pilot  program.  The 
remaining  16  states  also  did  not  apply.  The  list  of  state 
applications,  letters  of  interest,  and  other  responses  to 
Part  156,  is  shown  in  Appendix  B  together  with  the  date  of  the 
correspondence . 

After  the  applications  were  received,  a  state  selection  committee 
composed  of  FAA  personnel  reviewed  applications  in  March  1989. 

The  selection  committee  determined  that  each  applicant  met 
mandatory  requirements  set  forth  in  the  authorizing  legislation, 
including  organizational  capability,  planning  process, 
programming  process,  procedural  requirements,  and  provision  of 
program  information.  The  selection  committee  discussed  each 
application  and  ranked  them  in  order  of  relative  merit. 

The  state  selection  committee  made  a  recommendation  to  the 
FAA  Administrator  to  select  Illinois,  Missouri,  and 
North  Carolina.  See  the  approval  memorandum  for  state  selection 
in  Appendix  C.  These  states  were  notified  of  their  selection  in 
May  1989,  and  an  initial  meeting  was  scheduled  in  June  1989  to 
discuss  pilot  program  guidance. 

The  nonselection  of  other  applicants  does  not  reflect  on  the 
overall  merit  of  any  state  aviation  program  since  selected  states 
represent  the  diversity  necessary  to  demonstrate  the  block  grant 
concept.  The  pilot  program  authorization  allows  selection  of 
only  three  states.  The  selected  states  are  in  different 
FAA  regions  and  had  different  grant  processes  and  airport  systems 
and  a  spread  of  population  size.  Illinois  is  the  only  one  of  the 
selected  states  that  requires  channelling  of  Federal  airport 
grants  through  a  state  agency.  Illinois  had  84  AIP  projects  in 
fiscal  years  1987  and  1988,  Missouri  had  50,  and  North  Carolina 
had  45.  Illinois  had  a  1980  population  of  11,427,000;  Missouri 
had  4,917,000;  and  North  Carolina  had  5,882,000. 
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SECTION  4 


PILOT  PROGRAM  QDIDAMCB 


The  requirements  for  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  have 
been  set  forth  in  the  form  of  written  program  guidance.  The 
basic  program  guidance  has  been  provided  in  Part  156  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  and  a  supplemental  booklet  for 
interested  states.  Additional  guidance  is  contained  in  the 
addenda  to  the  booklet  for  participating  states,  various 
agreements  with  the  FAA,  and  several  pilot  program  guidance 
letters. 


Part  156 

Part  156,  which  became  effective  in  November  1988,  provides  an 
outline  of  the  rules  for  participating  states.  Part  156 
indicates  that  airports  aided  under  block  grants  shall  be  in  the 
NPIAS  and  that  system  planning  is  not  eligible  under  the  pilot 
program.  It  indicates  that  eligibility  and  cost  allowability  are 
the  same  as  for  FAA  projects,  and  state  program  administrative 
costs  are  not  allowable.  It  requires  states  to  ensure  airport 
sponsors  comply  with  grant  assurances,  while  reserving  to  the  FAA 
Administrator  the  responsibility  to  enforce  terms  of  block  grant 
agreements . 


Booklet  for  Interested  States 

Part  156  has  been  supplemented  by  the  booklet.  Procedure  for 
State  Applications  (Appendix  A),  dated  December  1988,  which 
provides  most  of  the  ground  rules  for  the  pilot  program. 

The  booklet  describes  a  primary  difference  between  the  pilot 
program  and  the  state  demonstration  program  of  1978-1979.  Pilot 
program  states  have  "maximum  flexibility  to  carry  out  the  grant 
program."  However,  the  caveat  is  added  that  the  FAA  does  not 
have  authority  to  exempt  states  from  compliance  with  mandatory 
program  aspects  in  grant  assurances. 

The  following  subjects  are  also  described  in  the  booklet: 

o  FAA's  role  is  advisory,  except  for  NPIAS  and  Part  150  matters. 

o  Eligibility  and  auditing  is  based  on  FAA  Order  5100.38, 

Airport  Improvement  Program  CAIP)  Handbook. 

o  Program  administrative  cost  normally  incurred  by  the  FAA  is 
not  eligible.  "Program"  administrative  costs  are 
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distinguished  from  "project"  administrative  cost,  since  the 
latter  continues  to  be  eligible  in  block  grants. 


o  Annual  block  grants  are  issued  in  October  or  as  soon 

thereafter  as  the  FAA  has  budget  authority  to  issue  grants. 

o  Block  grants  include  discretionary  funds. 

o  Compliance  and  enforcement  responsibilities  are  negotiated. 

o  The  total  state  matching  share,  not  that  of  individual  airport 
projects,  is  as  required  by  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement 
Act.  The  specified  state  apportionment  funds  must  be  expended 
for  projects  which  are  not  at  commercial  service  airports. 

o  System  planning  projects  will  continue  to  be  administered  by 
the  FAA. 

o  Block  grant  payments  are  by  letter  of  credit  or  the  system 
which  replaces  the  letter  of  credit. 

o  Pilot  program  review  includes  airport  sponsors  and  the  FAA. 


Addendum  to  the  Ground  Rules 

An  addendum  to  the  Procedure  for  State  Applications  booklet  was 
used  as  a  discussion  paper  for  the  June  1989  initial  meetings 
with  selected  states.  Addendum  to  the  Ground  Rules  is  shown  in 
Appendix  D,  and  it  identifies  evaluation  factors  to  be  considered 
by  the  FAA  in  its  review  of  the  pilot  program. 

Due  to  variations  in  existing  state  law  or  procedures,  the 
Addendum  to  the  Ground  Rules  provides  for  individual  states  and 
FAA  regions  to  prepare  written  agreements.  The  following 
subjects  are  suggested  as  a  minimum  for  the  written  regional 
agreements: 

o  Environmental  impact  assessment  responsibilities,  except  noise 
studies  under  Part  150  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations, 
have  been  delegated  to  states.  The  FAA  does  not  decide  on  the 
list  of  funded  projects. 

o  Airport  layout  plans  should  be  submitted  to  the  FAA  field 

office  which  will  provide  an  advisory  opinion  rather  than  plan 
approval.  If  justification  is  developed  to  add  a  location 
to  the  NPIAS,  the  state  may  submit  that  documentation  to  the 
FAA. 
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o  The  project  monitoring  and  reporting  system  for  the  pilot 
program  will  be  agreed  upon  by  the  FAA  region  and  each 
participating  state. 

o  Monitoring  sponsor  compliance  with  grant  assurances  is  a  state 
responsibility.  The  U.S.  Departments  of  Labor  and 
Transportation,  or  FAA  regional  offices,  may  participate  in 
investigations . 

As  an  extension  of  the  June  1989  discussions,  a  three-day  course 
to  train  participating  state  personnel  on  compliance  with  grant 
assurances  was  held  in  Raleigh,  North  Carolina,  during 
October  1989.  The  course  was  based  on  FAA  Order  5190.6,  Airport 
Compliance  Requirements. 


Regional  Agreements 

Specific  pilot  program  guidance  has  been  tailored  to  the 
individual  states  and  FAA  regions  in  three  regional  agreements 
signed  between  November  1989  and  February  1990.  In  addition  to 
the  subjects  suggested  by  Addendum  to  the  Ground  Rules,  all  three 
written  regional  agreements  cover  civil  rights,  project 
coordination,  construction  specifications,  and  the  Exhibit  A 
property  map.  However,  each  of  the  regional  agreements  is 
different  and  provides  a  vehicle  to  communicate  specific  pilot 
program  guidance  for  the  individual  state. 


Block  Grant  Agreements 

Further  specific  program  guidance  is  contained  in  two  sets  of 
block  grant  agreements  signed  during  January-February  1990  and 
January-March  1991.  A  third  set  of  block  grant  agreements  is 
being  used  for  fiscal  year  1992.  The  grant  agreements 
incorporate  the  block  grant  application  together  with  the  State 
Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  assurances,  standard  airport  sponsor 
assurances,  and  standard  noise  sponsor  assurances.  The  standard 
assurances  list  all  applicable  Federal  laws,  executive  orders, 
regulations.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  circulars,  and 
advisory  circulars.  The  approved  state  standards  for  development 
at  nonprimary  airports,  if  applicable,  are  also  referenced  in  the 
standard  assurances. 


Pilot  Program  Guidance  -letters 

Several  pilot  program  guidance  letters  have  addressed  other 
questions  for  the  states  and  FAA  regions  as  they  arose.  When  the 
pilot  program  guidance  has  been  in  the  form  of  FAA  internal 
memoranda,  the  FAA  regions  have  forwarded  the  appropriate 
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information  to  states.  A  copy  of  the  internal  memoranda  has  also 
been  provided  to  the  National  Association  of  State  Aviation 
Officials. 

The  first  of  the  pilot  program  guidance  letters  was  a  memorandum 
in  October  1989  on  environmental  responsibilities.  It  indicates 
that  changes  to  state  environmental  decisions  may  be  necessary 
for  projects  started  by  the  states  which  need  new  grants  after 
the  pilot  program  since  FAA  procedures  then  apply. 

A  second  pilot  program  guidance  letter  in  November  1989 
substituted  revised  standard  assurances  for  those  in  Appendices  4 
and  5  of  the  booklet  for  interested  states.  It  also  enclosed  the 
list  of  current  advisory  circulars  for  AIP  projects. 

A  January  1990  memorandum  provided  program  guidance  about 
calculation  of  fiscal  year  1990  grant  amounts  in  a  form  that  the 
states  could  identify  the  category  of  funding. 

The  next  memorandum  in  July  1990  described  the  evaluation 
procedure  to  be  used  by  an  FAA  advisory  team  for  the  formal 
review  of  the  pilot  program. 

An  August  1990  memorandum  provided  guidance  about  calculation  of 
the  fiscal  year  1991  grant  amounts. 

An  October  1990  memorandum  requested  states  to  review  the  draft 
format  for  final  state  reports  which  are  incorporated  verbatim  in 
Appendices  E,  F,  and  G  to  summarize  their  views.  This  memorandum 
also  provided  a  fiscal  year  1991  schedule  of  events. 

Another  memorandum  in  November  1990  provided  further  guidance 
about  calculation  of  the  fiscal  year  1991  grant  amounts.  It  also 
revises  the  schedule  of  events  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  provides 
a  schedule  of  events  for  fiscal  year  1992  based  on  amendments  in 
the  1990  Act. 

A  March  1991  memorandum  provided  the  draft  schedule  of  formal 
review  meetings  and  requested  states  to  propose  an  itinerary  for 
site  inspections.  It  also  described  the  FAA  advisory  team 
previously  established  to  assist  in  formal  review  and  evaluation 
of  the  pilot  program. 

The  next  memorandum  in  August  1991  advised  regions  of  a  review  of 
the  pilot  program  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation, 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General. 

A  September  1991  memorandum  advised  regions  of  procedures  for 
states  to  petition  the  FAA  for  an  exemption  from  Part  156  to 
allow  pilot  program  administrative  costs  under  the  AIP. 
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A  pilot  program  guidance  letter  in  November  1991  requested  final 
state  reports  (Appendices  E,  F,  and  G)  and  other  program 
information  from  the  states. 

Another  memorandum  in  November  1991  provided  guidance  about  the 
calculation  of  fiscal  year  1992  grant  amounts.  It  also  changed 
the  guidance  to  allow  recovered  funds  to  be  available  for  states 
on  a  continuing  basis  whether  or  not  the  block  grant  program  is 
reauthorized. 
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SECTION  5 


PROGRAM  REVIEW  AMD  EVALUATION 


The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  evaluation  includes  both 
formal  and  ongoing  reviews.  The  methodology  and  general  findings 
for  the  formal  program  review  meetings  are  described  below.  The 
information  requested  in  final  state  reports  (Appendices  E,  F, 
and  G)  is  also  described  generally  in  this  section.  More 
detailed  findings  for  each  participating  state  from  the  formal 
and  ongoing  reviews  are  contained  in  the  next  three  sections. 


Methodology  and  General  Findings 

The  pilot  program  evaluation  is  based  on  measures  of  program 
achievement  which  were  initially  outlined  for  the  states  in 
June  1989  (Appendix  D) .  The  factors  which  were  uniformly 
evaluated  include:  written  program  procedures;  preproject 
activities;  project  activities;  postproject  compliance  with 
legislated  requirements;  and  the  relationship  between  states, 
local  entities,  and  FAA.  These  factors  were  discussed  with  the 
states,  airport  sponsors,  FAA  personnel,  consultants,  and  other 
interested  individuals.  The  formal  review  and  evaluation  by  an 
FAA  advisory  team  included  formal  evaluation  of  files, 
interviews,  site  visits,  and  inspection  of  work.  A  schedule  of 
review  meetings  is  contained  in  Appendix  H. 

The  general  findings  of  the  program  review  and  evaluation  are 
that  the  three  pilot  program  states  have  distinct  approaches  to 
the  block  grant  concept.  Illinois  has  a  large  state  aviation 
agency  which  requires  channelling  of  Federal  airport  grants. 
Missouri  has  a  small  state  aviation  agency  which  significantly 
increased  its  ability  to  administer  the  pilot  program  during  the 
two  years.  North  Carolina  has  a  medium-sized  state  aviation 
agency  with  fewer  functions  than  Illinois  and  more  than  Missouri. 

This  range  of  institutional  arrangements  represents  a  challenge 
and  opportunity  to  identify  administrative  functions  which  might 
successfully  be  shifted  to  or  shared  with  states  in  carrying  out 
AIP.  A  single  formula  for  the  block  grants  may  not  be 
preferable,  from  the  standpoint  of  conforming  to  existing  state 
administrative  structures,  or  necessary  in  order  to  provide 
reasonable  flexibility  for  state  grant  administration. 

Methodology.  The  pilot  program  procedures  which  were  evaluated 
include  those  prescribed  by  FAA  and  individual  states.  The 
overall  FAA  procedures  were  found  to  have  evolved  somewhat  in 
pilot  program  guidance  letters,  as  did  the  calculation  of  grant 
amounts.  The  fiscal  year  1990  block  grant  amounts  were  based  on 
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trends  in  previous  funding  within  each  state.  This  procedure  was 
replaced  for  fiscal  years  1991-1992  by  a  demand-based  approach 
using  the  capital  improvement  program  (CIP)  for  states  similar  to 
the  CIP  prepared  by  FAA  field  offices. 

The  preproject  activities  or  issues  which  were  evaluated  include 
the  state  block  grant  applications,  cost  allowability,  and 
airport  layout  planning.  State  applications  were  reviewed  to 
ensure  that  appropriate  supporting  documentation  is  used.  Cost 
allowability  was  checked  in  terms  of  reasonableness,  eligibility, 
priority  assignment,  and  project  justification.  Airport  layout 
planning  was  evaluated  from  the  standpoint  of  FAA  standards, 
coordination  with  users  and  others,  the  CIP,  environmental 
assessment,  forecasting,  site  approval,  NPIAS  input,  and  Part  150 
approval.  Several  of  the  preproject  issues  were  found  to  have 
significance  for  all  states  whether  involved  in  the  block  gra^it 
program  or  not.  For  instance,  the  pilot  program  states  each  had 
established  procedures  on  intergovernmental  project  coordination 
for  airport  grants  which  are  effective  in  facilitating  the  grant 
process.  The  pilot  program  states  also  had  well-developed  CIP 
procedures  in  place  so  that  they  could  effectively  interface  with 
FAA  programming  requirements. 

Project  activities  or  issues  which  were  evaluated  include 
administrative  costs,  uniform  administration  requirements, 
project  monitoring,  and  as-built  conditi'-.i.*-..  Program  and  project 
administrative  costs  were  considered  along  with  payments  and 
audits.  Uniform  administrative  requirements  including 
procurement  standards,  contract  provisions,  civil  rights 
requirements,  and  labor  i ro\ isioas  were  reviewed.  Project 
monitoring  was  evaluated  from  the  standpoint  of  coordination  with 
the  FAA  and  others,  preapplication  conferences,  preconstruction 
conferences,  plans  and  specifications  approval,  inspection 
reports,  safety  during  construction,  and  materials  design  and 
tests.  As-built  condit'ons  and  drawings,  equipment  inventories, 
property  maps,  title  evidence,  relocation  plans,  appraisals,  and 
offers  to  acquire  land  were  also  reviewed. 

The  portproject  activities  or  issues  which  were  evaluated  include 
all  aspects  of  compliance  with  legislated  requirements  by  the 
states  and  airport  sponsors.  These  continuing  compliance 
obligations  include:  keeping  the  airports  available  for  public 
use  on  fair  and  reasonable  terms;  maintaining  the  airports;  not 
granting  exclusive  rights;  taking  appropriate  action  to  achieve 
compatible  uses  of  land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airports;  using 
airport  revenue  for  airport  purposes;  making  records  available 
for  inspection  by  the  FAA;  and  ensuring  that  no  person  is 
excluded  from  participating  in  any  activity  conducted  with  or 
benefiting  from  grant  funds  on  the  grounds  of  race,  creed,  color, 
national  origin,  sex,  age,  or  handicap.  Several  of  the 
postproject  issues  were  found  to  have  significance  for  all  states 
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whether  involved  in  the  block  grant  program  or  not.  The  pilot 
program  states  had  established  procedures  for  airport  zoning  and 
other  land  use  controls  which  are  effective  in  preserving  the 
investment  of  AIP  funds.  The  pilot  program  states  also  were 
interested  in  assisting  airport  sponsors  to  comply  with  the 
entire  list  of  grant  assurances  whenever  the  opportunity  arose. 

The  relationship  among  states,  local  entities,  and  FAA  was  also 
evaluated.  The  contact  with  state  personnel  included  both 
management  and  individuals  directly  involved  in  the  projects. 

The  local  entities  contacted  include  airport  management  and 
owners,  consultants,  and,  in  some  cases,  other  individuals 
interested  in  the  projects.  The  involvement  of  FAA  personnel  in 
addition  to  the  advisory  team  included  regional  management  and 
individuals  involved  with  projects  in  the  participating  states. 
Interviews  with  each  of  these  parties  were  conducted  to  identify 
issues  of  concern.  In  addition,  the  views  of  these  parties  on 
their  recommendations  for  the  block  grant  program  were  solicited. 
The  relationship  among  pilot  program  states,  local  entities,  and 
the  FAA  was  found  to  be  excellent  in  nearly  all  respects. 

General  Findings.  From  the  perspective  of  the  FAA  airports 
offices,  state  aviation  staffs  have  been  very  helpful  and  have 
cooperated  well.  Each  of  the  pilot  program  states  was  ready  to 
facilitate  the  AIP  grant  process. 

Most  of  those  interviewed  were  very  positive  about  state 
involvement  in  the  pilot  program  and  endorsed  expansion  of  block 
grants  to  other  states.  Many  were  enthusiastic  about  the  new 
role  or  discretion  for  the  states  in  selecting  and  administering 
projects.  The  evaluation  of  files  and  inspection  of  work 
supported  this  prevalent  view  of  the  pilot  program. 

However,  a  reservation  which  was  expressed  repeatedly  is  that 
expansion  of  the  block  grant  program  would  increase  variations  in 
the  way  the  AIP  is  administered  by  different  offices.  Instead  of 
nine  FAA  regions,  many  additional  state  differences  could  be 
added  to  the  interpretation  and  application  of  FAA  airport  design 
standards.  This  diversity  may  accommodate  different  situations, 
although  a  block  grant  program  could  potentially  impact  the 
application  of  airport  standards  and  require  consultants  working 
in  several  states  to  apply  varying  procedures. 

Expansion  of  the  block  grant  program  would  involve  training  of 
state  personnel  on  the  Federal  airport  grant  program  to  ensure 
success  and  uniform  administration  in  participating  states  where 
uniformity  is  appropriate.  Each  of  the  pilot  program  states 
welcomed  the  prospect  of  using  Federal  airport  training, 
conferences,  and  program  guidance  as  an  umbrella  for  state 
policies.  Based  on  the  pilot  program,  the  length  of  time 
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required  to  incorporate  the  desired  training  into  state  aviation 
organizations  would  be  substantial  in  all  cases. 

In  general,  six  block  grants  have  been  issued  to  the  three  states 
during  fiscal  years  1990-1991  for  a  total  of  $89  million, 
including  $62  million  of  discretionary  funds.  A  total  of 
117  airport  projects  for  these  two  years  has  been  put  under  grant 
by  the  three  states  for  an  investment  of  $65  million  in  AIP 
funds.  Three  block  grants  have  been  issued  in  fiscal  year  1992 
for  a  total  of  $58  million,  but  complete  data  for  this  year  were 
not  available  for  this  report. 


Final  State  Reports 

The  final  reports  on  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  by  the 
participating  states  summarize  achievements,  problems,  and 
suggested  modifications  to  airport  block  grants  (Appendices  E,  F, 
and  G) .  Some  of  the  report  information  which  was  originally 
provided  by  the  states  has  been  omitted  from  the  final  reports. 

It  may  be  obtained  directly  from  the  state,  and  the  meaning  of 
terms  or  information  used  in  the  reports  may  also  be  obtained 
from  the  states. 

States  were  requested  to  provide  their  reports  prior  to  the 
fCi-Tnal  review  meetings  so  that  FAA  could  specifically  address 
areas  of  concern.  State  reports  were  available  in  preliminary 
form  to  assist  in  preparing  the  FAA  findings. 

The  three  states  were  asked  to  provide  the  following; 

1.  Methods  for  project  selection  including,  as  applicable, 
project  justification,  eligibility,  priority  assignment,  cost 
allowability,  and  capital  improvement  programming. 

2.  Any  differences  between  state  agreements  and  the  FAA 
standard  agreements  with  airport  sponsors. 

3.  Use  of  airport  layout  planning  and  modification  of  standards 
based  on  FAA  design  and  construction  procedures. 

4.  Procedures  used  to  meet  state  environmental  laws  or  the  U.S. 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Regulation. 

5.  Coordination  procedures  with  interested  parties  and  the  FAA 
at  each  stage  of  pilot  program  airport  projects. 

6.  Experience  in  complying  with  procurement  requirements. 

7.  Land  acquisition  and  relocation  process. 
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8.  Project  monitoring,  safety  requirements,  quality  control, 
and  contract  administration  during  construction. 

9.  Compliance  procedures  and  enforcement  of  labor,  civil 
rights,  and  other  grant  assurances. 

10.  Audit  procedures  for  the  block  grant  program. 

11.  Feedback  received  from  airport  sponsors  or  others  on  block 
grant  procedures. 

12.  Administrative  costs  for  start-up  pilot  program  procedures 
and  ongoing  administration  of  the  block  grants. 

13.  Overall  assessment  of  the  value  of  the  concept  of  state 
block  grants,  whether  state  block  grants  should  be  made  permanent 
by  legislation,  and,  if  so,  any  modifications  recommended  for  a 
continuing  national  block  grant  program. 
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SECTION  6 


FINDINGS  IN  ILLINOIS 


The  relatively  large  Division  of  Aeronautics  within  the  Illinois 
Department  of  Transportation  was  experienced  in  channelling 
Federal  airport  grants  prior  to  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot 
Program.  The  Division  of  Aeronautics  includes  separate  sections 
for  airport  design,  land  acquisition,  construction,  materials, 
planning  and  programming,  and  administrative  services.  The  state 
employs  more  personnel  than  the  FAA  Chicago  Airports  District 
Office  (ADO)  has  in  its  airport  program  working  on  projects  or 
issues  directly  related  to  Illinois. 

Airport  sponsors  for  all  categories  of  airports  in  Illinois  were 
familiar  with  the  Division  of  Aeronautics.  The  sponsors  and 
consultants  indicated  virtually  no  difference  in  handling 
projects  under  the  pilot  program  compared  to  the  typical  airport 
grant  process  through  the  Chicago  ADO. 

Illinois  personnel  appeared  to  be  prepared  to  facilitate  the 
grant  process  and  expressed  great  enthusiasm  about  the  pilot 
program.  The  regional  FAA  personnel  indicated  that  the  state 
usually  does  an  excellent  job  of  managing  the  pilot  program. 

The  block  grants  have  been  utilized  for  projects  in  Illinois  as 
the  funds  were  provided.  The  utilization  rate  of  block  grants  by 
the  states  is  shown  in  Appendix  I.  Two  block  grants  were  issued 
to  Illinois  for  a  total  of  $46,301,045,  including  $34,166,947  of 
discretionary  funds  during  fiscal  years  1990-1991.  A  total  of 
80  airport  projects  were  put  under  grant  by  the  state  for  an 
investment  of  $45,465,204,  Federal  share,  during  the  first  two 
years  of  the  pilot  program.  A  block  grant  of  $28,400,000  for 
fiscal  year  1992  has  also  been  issued. 


Progran  Procedures 

The  pilot  program  procedures  in  Illinois  resulted  in  issuance  of 
grant  agreements  to  individual  airport  sponsors  very  uniformly 
throughout  each  quarter  of  the  year.  This  reflects  both  the 
readiness  of  Illinois  for  the  pilot  program  and  the  issuance  of 
block  grants  to  the  state  at  the  earliest  possible  time  by  the 
ADO.  It  is  part  of  a  broader  trend  to  distribute  AIP  funds  to 
all  field  offices  earlier  than  in  previous  years.  Lower  project 
costs  can  be  achieved  by  taking  advantage  of  low  bids  at  critical 
points  in  the  construction  season.  In  most  cases,  construction 
was  completed  in  the  same  year  as  contract  award. 
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The  Illinois  Division  of  Aeronautics  has  power  of  attorney  for 
the  airport  sponsors  for  contracting  and  making  payments  to 
contractors.  This  mechanism  is  based  on  the  state  channelling 
authority,  and  it  provides  uniformity  and  efficiency  in 
administration  of  the  block  grant  funds.  Illinois  also  has  FAA 
approved  state  standards  for  airport  development  projects. 
However,  in  many  cases  Illinois  has  used  FAA  procedures  for 
administration  of  the  block  grants  even  when  it  was  not  a 
requirement  of  the  pilot  program.  Not  all  FAA  program  guidance 
had  been  distributed  by  the  state  to  Illinois  personnel,  which 
resulted  in  minor  differences  with  ADO  procedures. 

The  pilot  program  was  interpreted  liberally  in  Illinois  to 
involve  the  Division  of  Aeronautics  in  more  areas  than  Missouri 
and  North  Carolina.  For  instance,  coordination  of  navigable 
airspace  matters  and  maintenance  of  the  data  base  for  airport 
obstruction  evaluation  are  project-related  responsibilities  which 
were  assumed  to  a  greater  degree  by  Illinois.  A  few  problems 
occurred  with  delays,  inaccurate  information,  and  incomplete 
coordination.  Some  of  the  FAA  training  and  guidance  for  handling 
airspace  matters  have  been  unavailable  to  the  state  staff.  In 
addition,  the  FAA  procedures  for  handling  airspace  coordination 
do  not  presently  provide  for  state  involvement  in  lieu  of  the 
ADO.  Overall,  regional  FAA  personnel  said  that  the  state  took 
the  initiative  to  handle  this  aspect  of  the  program  in  a 
professional  manner  notwithstanding  these  problems. 

One  pilot  program  procedure  has  caused  the  Illinois  Division  of 
Aeronautics  to  believe  that  it  has  received  less  discretionary 
funding  than  would  have  been  the  case  without  the  block  grants. 
The  calculation  of  block  grant  amounts  for  each  state  included 
discretionary  funding  at  the  time  grants  are  issued  to  simplify 
the  pilot  program.  A  single  annual  block  grant  has  been  made, 
and  the  state  knows  that  amount  when  it  is  issued.  Illinois 
personnel  stated  that  they  would  rather  receive  discretionary 
funding  subject  only  to  statutory  limitations  on  amendments. 
Currently,  AIP  projects  for  airport  development  may  be  amended  to 
increase  the  grant  by  up  to  15  percent.  The  Illinois  proposal 
would  allow  the  state  block  grant  airports  to  compete  for 
discretionary  funding  at  the  end  of  the  year  in  the  same  way  as 
other  AIP  projects.  The  state  believes  that  reliever  airports 
near  Chicago  and  its  converted  military  air  bases  would  be  funded 
at  higher  levels  under  this  approach. 

An  agreement  between  Illinois  and  the  FAA  allows  grants  under  the 
letter  of  intent  (LOI)  for  the  reliever  airport  in  Du  Page  county 
to  be  administered  by  the  ADO.  This  was  an  LOI  commitment  made 
prior  to  starting  the  pilot  program.  If  the  block  grant  program 
is  continued,  regional  FAA  personnel  indicated  that  an  LOI  issued 
to  an  airport  for  a  specific  amount  should  be  included  in  the 
block  grant. 
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Pr«proj«ot  Activities 


Basic  airport  plans  and  environmental  studies  for  pilot  program 
projects  in  Illinois  had  been  accomplished  primarily  through  the 
ADO  in  prior  years.  Few  airport  master  plans  or  environmental 
assessments  were  initiated  as  separate  projects  by  the  state 
under  the  pilot  program.  However,  most  airport  layout  plans 
appear  to  be  relatively  current  and  have  been  forwarded  to  the 
ADO  for  review  when  completed  in  accordance  with  pilot  program 
procedures.  Decision  documents  on  environmental  considerations 
have  been  prepared  for  pilot  program  projects  in  a  similar  manner 
as  done  by  the  FAA.  Illinois  has  also  adopted  the  practice  of 
asking  for  FAA  review  of  environmental  documents  when  completed 
due  to  the  sensitivity  of  this  area. 

The  planning  process  is  facilitated  by  the  Illinois  staff  of 
specialists  in  airport  data,  computer  aided  drafting,  systems 
analysis,  and  environmental  assessment.  The  airport  planning 
function  is  closely  related  organizationally  to  programming 
decisions. 

Programming  procedures  in  Illinois  focus  on  a  series  of  meetings 
with  sponsors,  consultants,  the  state,  and  the  FAA  which 
culminate  in  the  announcement  of  the  state's  annual  airport 
improvement  program.  The  annual  state  program  meetings  are  well 
received  by  those  involved  as  an  opportunity  to  openly  exchange 
information  on  airport  facility  requirements.  Federal  standards, 
and  grant  assurances.  The  annual  state  program  lists  recommended 
projects  and  alternates.  A  proposed  five-year  capital 
improvement  program  is  also  established  at  this  time.  The 
priority  system  used  for  block  grants  is  in  accordance  with  the 
FAA  priorities  for  airport  projects. 

Another  programming  procedure  in  Illinois  allows  a  contingency 
for  block  grant  airport  projects  in  the  amount  of  2  percent  of 
the  construction  cost.  This  is  an  appropriate  exercise  of  state 
discretion.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-87,  Cost 
Principles  for  State  and  Local  Governments,  which  describes 
allowable  costs  applicable  to  grant  programs,  does  not  permit  the 
actual  payment  for  contingencies.  However,  use  of  a  contingency 
amount  for  calculating  the  project  grants  is  acceptable  under  the 
block  grant  and  may  cover  unforeseen  work  without  issuing 
amendments.  Unused  contingencies  in  Illinois  are  returned  to  the 
state's  block  grant  program.  Program  guidance  for  projects 
administered  by  the  FAA  does  not  allow  contingencies  since  they 
tie  up  funds  that  could  fund  additional  work,  and  grants  can  be 
amended  up  to  15  percent.  The  FAA  manages  the  AIP  to  have  funds 
available  for  most  approved  grant  amendments  and  does  not 
encourage  the  state  use  of  contingencies  in  the  calculation  of 
grant  amounts.  Contingencies  used  in  the  calculation  of  grants 


27 


may  tend  to  be  used  by  sponsors  and  consultants  for  work  of  a 
lower  priority. 


Project  Activities 

The  Illinois  procedure  for  land  acquisition  is  facilitated  by  a 
state  staff  of  specialists  in  real  estate  and  relocation. 

However,  some  discrepancies  were  noted  during  inspections  of 
projects  underway  for  the  general  aviation  airport  at  Peru  and 
the  reliever  airport  at  Aurora.  Land  which  the  FAA  would  have 
required  the  sponsors  to  acquire  to  meet  standards  had  not  been 
addressed  in  the  grant  agreements.  Property  inventory  procedures 
were  also  less  formal  than  those  followed  by  the  ADO. 

Airport  construction  projects  under  the  pilot  program  in  Illinois 
were  implemented  quickly  because  of  the  existing  procedures  and 
staffing  which  is  in  place.  The  Division  of  Aeronautics  had 
already  prepared  extensive  advisory  information  on  airport 
materials,  plans  and  specifications,  and  the  preconstruction 
conferences. 

The  Division  of  Aeronautics  also  holds  predesign  conferences  for 
all  airport  development  projects  in  Illinois  whether  they  are 
funded  with  state  funds,  a  block  grant,  or  other  FAA  airport 
grants.  A  typical  predesign  conference  is  attended  by  the 
sponsor,  project  engineer,  the  state,  and  the  FAA.  Detailed 
discussions  are  held  to  cover  design  parameters,  safety, 
construction  techniques,  project  scope,  materials,  engineering, 
reports,  certifications,  schedules,  and  documentation.  Based  on 
the  nature  of  the  discussions  and  the  parties  involved,  the 
predesign  conference  appears  to  be  a  prime  time  for  FAA 
participation.  The  consultant  at  Aurora  stated  that  FAA 
personnel  had  missed  some  predesign  conferences  which,  at  a 
minimum,  should  have  ADO  involvement.  The  predesign  conference 
allows  FAA  to  provide  input  on  safety,  standards,  and  overall 
procedures,  as  well  as  to  maintain  a  continuing  relationship  with 
the  sponsor. 

The  types  of  pilot  program  projects  in  Illinois  are  similar  to 
those  which  would  have  been  placed  under  grant  by  the  ADO.  The 
descriptions  of  pilot  program  projects  under  grant  are  shown  with 
the  final  Illinois  report  (Appendix  E) .  The  number  of  grants 
issued  by  airport  type  are  shown  in  Appendix  J.  Federal  funds 
provided  by  the  states  by  airport  type  and  work  element  are  shown 
in  Appendices  K  and  L.  These  appendices  are  similar  in  format  to 
the  annual  AIP  reports  for  comparative  purposes. 

Disadvantaged  business  enterprise  (DBE)  participation  in  pilot 
program  projects  is  also  similar  to  that  in  ADO  grants.  A  single 
statewide  DBE  goal  for  the  airport  sponsors  receiving  block  grant 
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funds  has  been  established  each  year  and  approved  by  the  FAA. 
The  goals  for  fiscal  years  1990-1991  were  10  percent  and 
11  percent,  respectively.  Actual  DBE  participation  achieved  in 
block  grant  airport  projects  exceeded  the  goal  each  year. 
Illinois  has  allocated  sufficient  staff  to  administer  civil 
rights  requirements,  and  nothing  was  found  in  the  state 
organizational  structure  or  its  relationship  with  airport 
sponsors  to  impede  compliance. 


Postproject  Compliance  with  Legislated  Requirements 

Compliance  oversight  is  one  of  the  few  entirely  new  state 
functions  added  by  the  pilot  program  in  Illinois,  since  the 
channelling  authority  involves  most  other  airport  matters. 

During  a  discussion  held  in  Springfield,  the  airport  sponsor  of 
the  commercial  service  airport  at  Carbondale  indicated  that  it 
appreciates  involvement  of  the  state  in  compliance  matters. 

While  this  airport  is  inspected  annually  and  certificated  by  the 
FAA  under  Part  139  of  Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  the 
compliance  oversight  of  the  state  is  seen  as  helpful  rather  than 
duplicative. 

Another  compliance  issue  in  Illinois  was  found  at  Peru  where  a 
flight  instruction  business  had  not  entered  into  an  agreement  to 
operate  at  the  airport.  The  Division  of  Aeronautics  responded  to 
the  complaint,  corresponded  with  the  parties,  and  held  meetings 
to  resolve  the  dispute.  The  ADO  monitored  the  situation  to 
ensure  that  the  issue  was  resolved. 


State/Local/FAA  Relationship 

The  relationship  between  participants  in  the  pilot  program  in 
Illinois  appears  to  be  outstanding.  This  may  be  partially 
attributed  to  the  state's  very  substantial  involvement  with 
airport  sponsors  for  many  years. 

Many  airport  sponsors  in  Illinois  have  stated  that  they  support 
continuation  of  block  grants  because,  in  part,  the  ADO  staffing 
level  is  too  low  for  the  number  of  projects.  Consultants  and 
State  personnel  indicated  that  involvement  of  the  Chicago  ADO  in 
airport  development  is  necessary,  especially  in  cases  with  new 
sponsors  or  at  critical  points  in  planning  and  predesign.  In 
this  regard,  regional  FAA  personnel  recommended  that  no  decision 
authority  which  has  been  given  the  state  during  the  pilot  program 
should  be  withdrawn  in  the  future. 

The  interviews  tended  to  support  giving  the  state 
responsibilities  and  flexibility  in  addition  to  that  in  the  pilot 
program.  The  majority  of  those  interviewed  indicated  that 
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funding  from  all  current  categories  of  airports  in  the  pilot 
program  should  be  included  in  any  continuation  of  the  block  grant 
program . 

The  final  Illinois  report  summarizes  the  state's  positive  results 
from  the  pilot  program  (Appendix  E) .  The  Division  of  Aeronautics 
did  not  know  whether  Illinois  would  claim  program  administrative 
costs  if  allowable  in  any  continued  block  grant  program.  Program 
administrative  costs  approximated  by  the  states,  which  were  not 
allowable  under  the  pilot  program,  are  shown  in  Appendix  M. 
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8ECTIOM  7 


FINDINGS  IN  MI880DNI 


The  relatively  small  Aviation  Section  within  the  Transportation 
Division  in  Missouri  has  dramatically  increased  its  ability  to 
administer  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  over  two  years. 

The  Aviation  Section  has  an  airport  inspector  and  planner  in 
addition  to  other  resource  personnel  within  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Highways  and  Transportation.  To  administer  the 
block  grants,  one  airport  engineer  and  one  technician  position 
were  added  to  the  Aviation  Section  by  the  state  legislature 
during  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991,  respectively. 

The  block  grants  in  Missouri  have  significantly  changed  the 
relationship  among  local,  state,  and  Federal  levels  of 
government,  as  well  as  the  private  sector,  during  the  pilot 
program.  Many  new  functions  are  being  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Aviation  Section.  These  functions  had  typically  been  assumed  at 
the  state  level  in  Illinois  over  a  long  period  of  time  because  of 
state  channelling  authority.  In  Missouri,  the  pilot  program  has 
required  extraordinary  innovation.  The  Aviation  Section  has  been 
simultaneously  esta’  . ' ^hing  and  implementing  the  block  grant 
program  while  trying  to  learn  the  process. 

Growing  pains  have  been  experienced  during  the  rapid  transition 
into  the  pilct  program  by  the  Missouri  Aviation  Section.  Delays 
occurred  during  the  first  two  years  of  the  pilot  program  in 
dissemination  of  general  grant  procedures,  the  state  approvals  to 
begin  design  work,  and  issuance  of  most  grants.  The  airport 
sponsors,  consultants,  and  regional  FAA  personnel  generally 
indicated  that  the  Aviation  Section  is  doing  well  considering 
that  it  is  understaffed.  They  uniformly  agreed  that  the  state 
would  need  more  personnel  to  effectively  function  under  the  block 
grant  program.  They  also  agreed  that  a  larger  transition  staff 
to  establish  procedures  would  be  desirable. 

During  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991,  two  block  grants  were  issued 
to  Missouri  for  a  total  of  $24,181,590,  including  $16,711,000  of 
discretionary  funds.  A  total  of  13  airport  projects  were  put 
under  grant  by  the  state  for  an  investment  of  $3,942,547,  Federal 
share,  during  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991  (Appendix  I) .  A  block 
grant  of  $14,003,205  for  fiscal  year  1992  has  also  been  issued  to 
the  state. 


Program  Prooaduras 

The  new  pilot  program  procedures  in  Missouri  have  been  in  the 
process  of  being  formulated  for  two  years,  and  the  state  has  been 
meticulous  in  establishing  such  procedures.  The  sponsors  and 
consultants  appreciate  the  complexity  of  the  undertaking,  yet 
indicate  the  state  is  not  meeting  its  own  project  schedules.  The 
time  taken  for  establishing  procedures  has  led  to  delays  in  the 
grant  process  and  will  likely  result  in  higher  than  normal 
project  costs.  The  Aviation  Section  indicated  they  have  followed 
FAA  procedures  since  the  airport  projects  may  revert  back  to  FAA 
at  the  end  of  the  pilot  program.  The  state  has  specifically 
trimmed  proposed  projects  to  conform  with  FAA  procedures, 
although  they  may  innovate  more  if  the  block  grant  program  is 
continued.  For  instance,  the  length  of  runways  has  been  reduced 
from  that  proposed  by  sponsors.  The  regional  FAA  personnel 
indicated  the  state  review  of  grant  documentation  is  frequently 
more  detailed  than  that  performed  by  FAA. 

Missouri  had  inadequate  time  to  establish  procedures  since  the 
engineer  added  for  the  pilot  program  started  work  two  months 
before  issuance  of  the  first  block  grant.  One  consultant  stated 
preference  not  to  work  within  a  new  block  grant  program,  but 
supported  the  concept  and  looked  forward  to  it  after  procedures 
were  in  place.  The  general  aviation  airport  sponsor  at  Rolla 
indicated  that  there  were  new  players  due  to  the  transition  to 
block  grants.  The  Aviation  Section  recommended  that  states  may 
need  a  year  to  hire  staff,  establish  procedures,  and  provide 
transitions  after  being  notified  they  will  receive  block  grants 
in  any  continued  block  grant  program. 

FAA  regional  personnel  indicated  that  on  balance  no  reduction  of 
workload  was  realized  for  the  region  while  pilot  program 
procedures  were  established  in  Missouri.  During  this  period, 
significant  time  was  spent  assisting  the  state.  Some  regional 
workload  reduction,  however,  was  realized  by  the  end  of  the  first 
year  as  the  state  made  the  transition  from  establishing 
procedures  to  implementing  the  program. 


Preproject  Activities 

Missouri  actively  encourages  basic  airport  planning  and 
environmental  studies  as  it  had  prior  to  the  pilot  program. 
Abbreviated  master  plans,  which  focus  on  the  most  critical  study 
needs,  have  been  promoted  to  avoid  excessive  planning  costs  at 
smaller  airports.  Most  planning  or  site  approval  was  completed 
by  FAA  before  the  pilot  program.  The  Aviation  Section  also 
requests  regional  office  review  of  airport  layout  plans  prior  to 
state  approval . 
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Missouri  is  able  to  draw  on  the  resources  of  the  Design  Division 
in  the  Department  of  Highways  and  Transportation  for  assistance 
on  environmental  reviews.  As  in  Illinois,  the  Aviation  Section 
asks  for  FAA  concurrence  on  environmental  documents  after 
approval  by  the  state. 

Missouri  uses  the  state  airport  system  plan  as  a  programming 
document  and  for  the  selection  of  airport  locations  to  receive 
funding.  The  system  plan  is  updated  continuously.  It  is  also 
the  basis  for  making  decisions  on  individual  items  of  development 
at  an  airport. 

Missouri  uses  a  grant  programming  and  application  procedure  which 
some  personnel  involved  in  the  projects  felt  is  more  simplified 
than  FAA  applications.  The  consultant  at  Rolla,  for  instance, 
indicated  the  state  application  procedure  is  easier  to 
understand,  and  they  see  the  state  personnel  more  often.  Initial 
planning  grants  under  the  pilot  program  are  also  amended  in  some 
cases  to  include  developmental  work  without  using  a  second 
application  and  grant  approval  process.  However,  the  state  is 
following  Federal  procedures  closely  in  most  respects,  and  in 
certain  areas  the  state's  requirements  are  more  stringent,  e.g. 
procurement  standards  for  prequalification  of  contractors. 

Another  characteristic  of  programming  in  Missouri  is  that  a 
number  of  projects  have  been  programmed  for  airports  with  less 
than  20  based  airplanes  which  do  not  have  a  high  FAA  priority. 
This  priority  assignment  is  an  example  of  the  flexibility  states 
have  had  under  the  pilot  program  to  combine  funds  from  several 
AIP  funding  categories  and  apply  them  at  the  state's  discretion. 
It  supports  desired  development  which  would  not  be  accomplished 
due  to  the  lack  of  state  and  local  funding.  It  is  viewed 
favorably  by  some  airport  sponsors  and  consultants  since  the 
projects,  including  new  airports,  stimulate  aeronautical 
activity.  However,  the  reliever  airport  sponsor  for  Kansas  City 
offers  another  view.  The  sponsor  is  concerned  that  airport 
system  capacity  may  be  affected  by  using  part  of  the  10  percent 
reliever  airport  set-aside  for  low  activity  general  aviation 
airports.  This  procedure  also  has  the  disadvantage  of  requiring 
large  amounts  of  state  staff  time  to  train  small  airport  sponsors 
who  are  unfamiliar  with  grant  requirements. 


Project  Activities 

Airport  land  acquisition  is  a  high  priority  in  Missouri  and  is 
supported  to  a  large  extent  by  the  Right  of  Way  Division  in  the 
Department  of  Highways  and  Transportation. 

Work  is  also  underway  on  several  airport  construction  projects, 
and  state  personnel  have  held  meetings  and  inspected  work  as 
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needed  for  these  projects.  Some  project  payments  have  been 
delayed  until  supporting  documents  such  as  cancelled  checks  were 
provided.  This  cost  review  is  more  rigorous  than  that  of  the 
FAA. 

Pilot  program  projects  placed  under  grant  are  shown  with  the 
final  state  report  and  related  charts  (Appendices  F,  J,  K, 
and  L) .  Note  that  there  were  no  nonprimary  commercial  service 
airports  in  Missouri  during  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991. 

DBE  participation  rates  in  pilot  program  projects  are  similar  to 
those  in  FAA  grants.  A  single  statewide  goal  for  airport 
sponsors  receiving  block  grant  funds  has  been  established  each 
year.  The  goal  for  both  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991  was 
10  percent.  Actual  DBE  participation  achieved  in  block  grant 
projects  exceeded  the  goal  each  year,  although  Missouri  has  not 
allocated  sufficient  staff  in  the  Aviation  Section  or  the 
Construction  Division  of  the  Department  of  Highways  and 
Transportation  to  administer  civil  rights  requirements.  The 
state's  procedures  for  review  of  sponsors'  DBE  documents  and 
compliance  with  Executive  Order  11246,  Ecmal  Employment 
Opportunity,  were  not  developed  during  the  first  two  years  of  the 
pilot  program.  However,  the  state  is  committed  to  a  successful 
program  and  is  improving  their  oversight  of  many  civil  rights 
provisions. 

During  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991,  Missouri's  airport  project 
grants  have  been  issued  to  sponsors  at  a  slower  rate  than  the 
block  grant  funds  were  provided  (Appendix  I) .  In  light  of 
sponsor  and  consultant  comments  about  delays,  regional  FAA 
personnel  agreed  during  1991  to  assist  on  actions  leading  to 
grant  issuance  for  reliever  airport  projects. 

Due  to  recent  corrective  actions  which  have  been  taken, 

Missouri's  three-year  cumulative  rate  of  using  block  grant  funds 
is  similar  to  that  in  Illinois  and  North  Carolina.  For  instance, 
the  Aviation  Section  has  issued  grants  during  fiscal  year  1992 
based  on  engineering  estimates,  rather  than  competitive  bids,  as 
an  expedient  to  utilize  block  grant  funds  for  the  three  years. 

In  addition,  an  exemption  from  the  provisions  of  Part  156,  which 
prohibit  funding  program  administrative  costs  under  AIP,  has  been 
granted  by  the  FAA  for  fiscal  year  1992.  Program  administrative 
costs  are  incurred  in  block  grant  states  on  work  done  by  FAA 
airports  offices  elsewhere,  such  as  reviewing  grant  applications 
and  preparation  of  airport  information  for  sponsors.  The  program 
administrative  funds,  up  to  1  percent  of  the  block  grant,  are 
being  used  by  the  Aviation  Section  to  temporarily  employ 
personnel  from  the  highway  divisions  of  the  department  to  manage 
grants. 


34 


Postprojaot  Conpllanc*  with  Lagislatad  Raqulraaants 


Missouri's  Aviation  Section  has  developed  and  implemented  an 
effective  information  program,  in  conjunction  with  the  annual 
airport  safety  inspections,  to  educate  sponsors  about  their 
responsibilities  under  the  grant  assurances.  Sponsors  and 
consultants  evaluate  and  certify  the  sponsor's  compliance  status 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  award.  Since  no  major  compliance 
problems  have  been  identified  under  the  pilot  program,  the 
surveillance  and  complaint  resolution  responsibilities  of  the 
state  have  not  yet  been  addressed  in  detail. 


8tat«/Looal/FAA  Relationship 

The  relationship  between  pilot  program  participants  in  Missouri 
continues  to  be  excellent.  The  airport  sponsors  and  consultants 
generally  feel  that  the  state  is  very  familiar  with  their  general 
aviation  airports. 

The  final  Missouri  report  summarizes  the  state's  view  of  the 
pilot  program  (Appendix  F) .  The  Aviation  Section  indicated 
Missouri  would  claim  administrative  costs  if  allowable  in  any 
continued  block  grants  to  ensure  broad  success  of  the 
program  (Appendix  M) .  The  Aviation  Section  relies  on  the  state 
general  fund  and  was  hampered  by  the  fact  that  it  received  no  AIP 
support  for  administration  of  the  pilot  program  until  1992. 

The  reliever  airport  sponsor  at  Kansas  City  indicated  that  it 
supports  providing  the  state  with  program  administrative  costs. 
This  could  be  in  the  form  of  a  percentage  of  the  block  grant,  a 
simple  flat  amount  for  each  state,  or  based  on  the  number  of 
airports.  The  Kansas  City  sponsor  believes  that  the  FAA  should 
encourage  establishment  of  independent  state  aviation  departments 
rather  than  have  states  rely  heavily  on  highway  agencies. 

However,  this  same  sponsor  recommends  excluding  from  any 
continued  block  grant  program  high  activity  relievers,  airports 
needing  projects  related  to  FAA  certification  under  Part  139,  or 
sponsors  with  more  than  one  airport.  Such  sponsors  and  their 
personnel  are  put  in  a  difficult  situation  if  asked  to  work  with 
the  FAA  for  one  project  and  the  state  on  another. 


SECTION  8 


FINDINGS  IN  NORTH  CAROLINA 


The  Division  of  Aviation  within  the  State  of  North  Carolina  is 
between  the  other  two  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program 
participants  from  the  standpoint  of  its  size  and  functions.  The 
Division  of  Aviation,  which  is  in  the  North  Carolina  Department 
of  Transportation,  includes  a  section  for  systems  planning  and 
one  for  aviation  development.  A  grants  manager  and  five 
engineers  are  directly  involved  in  administering  a  substantial 
state  airport  grant  program  as  well  as  the  pilot  program. 

North  Carolina  is  simplifying  procedures  more  than  the  other  two 
states  in  terms  of  less  stringent  project  justification 
requirements  and  expanded  eligibility  of  various  types  of  work 
under  the  grants.  Illinois  and  Missouri  are  rigorously  following 
FAA  procedures  for  project  eligibility  and  justification.  But 
North  Carolina  is  altering  these  procedures  to  program  basic 
runways,  instrumentation,  and  maintenance  projects  with  less 
documentation . 

The  pilot  program  in  North  Carolina  is  working  efficiently  within 
the  existing  organizational  structure  of  the  Division  of 
Aviation.  The  regional  FAA  personnel  and  Atlanta  ADO  indicated 
enthusiasm  for  the  pilot  program  since  it  has  added  needed 
personnel  to  the  airport  grant  process  and  improved  service  for 
sponsors . 

Most  of  the  block  grant  funds  have  been  utilized  for  projects  in 
North  Carolina  as  the  block  grants  were  provided  (Appendix  I). 
During  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991,  two  block  grants  were  issued 
to  the  state  for  a  total  of  $18,150,717,  including  $10,756,000  of 
discretionary  funds.  A  total  of  24  airport  projects  were  put 
under  grant  by  the  state  for  an  investment  of  $15,981,422, 

Federal  share,  during  the  first  two  years  of  the  pilot  program. 

A  block  grant  of  $15,478,062  for  fiscal  year  1992  has  also  been 
issued . 


Program  Prooaduras 

The  pilot  program  procedures  in  North  Carolina  are  based  on  the 
established  state  airport  grant  program,  although  melding  the  two 
programs  has  involved  some  changes  and  considerable  time.  Some 
guidelines  from  the  state  airport  grant  program  were  revamped 
over  the  last  two  years  along  the  lines  of  the  pilot  program  to 
make  procedures  more  uniform  for  the  sponsors.  For  instance,  a 
new  project  payment  request  form  is  now  used  for  both  state  and 
Federal  funds.  Tne  initial  negotiation  of  an  FAA  regional 
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agreement  with  the  state  on  environmental  responsibilities, 
project  coordination,  and  other  procedural  variations  applicable 
in  North  Carolina  required  nearly  a  year.  The  regional  agreement 
has  been  the  subject  of  further  discussion  and  amendment  as 
problems  arise. 

While  pilot  program  procedures  in  North  Carolina  are  creative, 
the  Division  of  Aviation  indicated  it  would  like  to  receive  all 
FAA  airports  directives  and  internal  memoranda  sent  from 
Washington  headquarters  to  regions.  This  would  allow  the  state 
to  define  their  program  along  the  lines  of  FAA  procedures  and  to 
be  aware  of  training  or  conferences  which  the  states  might 
attend. 

One  program  procedure  in  North  Carolina  is  that  the  Federal  share 
of  projects  has  been  changed  to  80  percent,  with  state  and  local 
agencies  equally  contributing  the  balance.  This  is  an  example  of 
flexibility  which  states  have  under  the  pilot  program  that  FAA 
offices  do  not.  Section  510  of  the  1982  Act  provides  that  the 
United  States  share  of  general  aviation  projects  administered  by 
the  FAA  shall  be  90  percent,  except  for  public  land  states  where 
it  is  higher.  Section  513  provides  the  Federal  share  of  terminal 
development  administered  by  the  FAA  at  commercial  service 
airports  shall  not  exceed  75  percent,  although  no  such  projects 
are  in  North  Carolina's  block  grants.  The  reduced  Federal  share 
in  North  Carolina  normally  requires  sponsors  to  contribute 
10  percent  of  project  costs  rather  than  5  percent  in  previous 
state/ local  arrangements  for  projects  administered  by  FAA. 
However,  the  Division  of  Aviation  believes  that  the  larger  local 
stake  promotes  better  sponsor  monitoring  of  most  projects. 

The  Division  of  Aviation  also  expressed  concern  that  it  has 
received  less  discretionary  funding  under  pilot  program 
procedures  than  would  have  been  the  case  without  the  block 
grants.  The  perception  relates  to  the  rapid  growth  occurring  in 
the  state's  reliever  airport  category,  primarily  to  relieve  the 
new  hubs  at  Charlotte  and  Raleigh.  The  reliever  funding  for 
fiscal  year  1990,  which  was  based  on  previous  grant  trends,  had 
to  be  augmented  in  order  to  properly  reflect  current  needs.  The 
fiscal  year  1991  funding  continued  at  a  similar  level  based  on 
the  CIP  for  the  state.  However,  the  Division  of  Aviation  is 
interested  in  allowing  the  block  grant  airports  to  also  compete 
for  discretionary  funding  at  the  end  of  the  year  as  proposed  by 
Illinois. 

Another  problem  with  pilot  program  procedures  has  resulted  in 
part  from  the  difference  between  the  Federal  fiscal  year  which 
begins  in  October  and  North  Carolina's  fiscal  year  beginning  in 
July.  The  lag  between  the  two  fiscal  years  causes  delays  in 
committing  funds  because  sponsors  and  the  state  do  not  know 
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funding  levels  until  they  are  well  into  their  annual  program. 
This  issue  is  magnified  by  any  delay  in  the  appropriation  of 
Federal  funding  or  approval  of  block  grants  by  FAA. 


Preprojeet  Ac  i.lvities 

Basic  airport  layout  plans  and  environmental  assessments  for 
pilot  program  projects  in  North  Carolina  were  completed  by  the 
ADO  in  previous  years.  Airport  layout  plans  are  usually  updated 
in  a  pilot  program  project,  although  the  state  discourages 
separate  master  planning  projects  prior  to  development. 

North  Carolina  has  added  an  environmental  specialist  to  the  staff 
for  the  pilot  program;  however,  a  continuing  problem  with  this 
matter  involves  historic  preservation.  From  the  beginning  of  the 
pilot  program,  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  has 
requested  that  the  FAA  be  involved  in  the  review  of  all  projects 
for  historic  impacts.  The  FAA  prefers  to  let  the  state  handle 
this,  but  the  ADO  has  had  to  review  historic  impact  documentation 
for  the  SHPO  in  order  to  proceed  with  projects.  The  regional 
agreement  with  North  Carolina  indicates  the  FAA  will  be  a 
signatory  for  findings  on  projects  impacting  properties  defined 
in  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966. 
Unlike  the  case  in  Illinois  and  Missouri,  the  Division  of 
Aviation  does  not  ask  for  FAA  review  or  concurrence  on  other 
environmental  documents  after  approval  by  the  state.  Both  the 
state  and  AIX)  feel  that  the  division  of  responsibilities  between 
the  agencies  for  historic  preservation  and  environmental 
assessment  needs  to  be  clarified  for  any  continued  block  grant 
program. 

North  Carolina  does  not  require  justification  in  the  programming 
of  development  projects  except  as  required  by  the  state's 
priority  rating  system  and  annual  aviation  element  of  the 
transportation  improvement  program.  For  instance,  a  5,000-foot 
runway  is  considered  to  be  a  basic  and  justified  project  at  any 
airport  which  is  eligible  for  grants.  The  FAA  normally  limits 
eligible  runway  length  to  much  less  than  this  unless  the  sponsor 
provides  endorsements  from  airport  users  which  justify  the 
project  in  terms  of  activity  level  and  aircraft  type.  The  FAA 
requires  such  documentation  to  ensure  that  the  expenditure  of 
funds  at  individual  airports  is  where  there  is  an  established 
demand . 

While  the  guidelines  for  project  eligibility  in  North  Carolina 
are  generally  similar  to  those  used  by  the  FAA  in  programming 
projects,  several  exceptions  have  been  identified.  Instrument 
landing  systems  may  be  programmed  by  the  state  without  screening 
under  the  FAA  benefit-cost  standards,  and  routine  pavement 
maintenance  projects  may  be  eligible.  This  is  North  Carolina's 
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interpretation  of  the  pilot  program  regulation  for  issues  which 
the  FAA  would  treat  more  strictly.  Due  to  the  magnitude  of 
potential  costs  and  to  achieve  national  priorities,  instrument 
landing  systems  funded  by  the  FAA  require  a  Washington 
headquarters  benefit-cost  analysis.  Routine  pavement  maintenance 
is  generally  ineligible  under  development  projects  administered 
by  the  FAA  since  it  has  been  viewed  as  an  airport  management 
function.  However,  the  state  believes  that  the  1987  Act  and 
Part  156  allow  more  flexibility  in  the  block  grants  to 
accommodate  these  projects. 

Programming  procedures  in  North  Carolina  include  a  one-day 
seminar  conducted  by  the  state  together  with  FAA  personnel  for 
all  block  grant  airport  sponsors  and  consultants.  This  is  the 
primary  forum  for  exchange  of  information  about  Federal 
requirements,  and  in  many  cases  is  used  in  lieu  of  state 
involvement  at  project  meetings  such  as  the  preconstruction 
conference.  The  Division  of  Aviation  attempts  to  work 
individually  with  new  airport  sponsors  and  consultants  throughout 
the  grant  process. 


Project  Activities 

Standard  airport  land  acquisition  is  being  accomplished  in 
North  Carolina  block  grant  projects  in  advance  of  or  during 
construction.  However,  the  property  inventory  requirements  are 
less  refined  than  those  followed  by  the  ADO. 

As  with  Illinois,  airport  construction  projects  under  the  pilot 
program  in  North  Carolina  were  implemented  in  a  timely  manner 
because  of  the  existing  state  procedures  and  staffing.  The 
descriptions  of  pilot  program  projects  placed  under  grant  are 
shown  with  the  final  state  report  (Appendix  G) .  The  number  of 
grants  issued  and  Federal  funds  provided  by  airport  type  and  work 
element  have  been  generally  similar  to  those  which  would  have 
been  approved  by  the  FAA  (Appendices  J,  K,  and  L) . 

Project  payments  under  the  pilot  program  in  North  Carolina  were 
characterized  by  several  airport  sponsors  as  slower  than  the  FAA 
payment  procedure.  The  Division  of  Aviation  indicated  that  it  is 
looking  into  a  letter  of  credit  procedure  to  resolve  this 
problem. 

A  concern  was  also  expressed  by  North  Carolina  about  the  labor 
provisions  in  construction  projects.  Specifically,  the  wage 
rates  distributed  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  were 
unavailable  to  the  Division  of  Aviation. 

DBE  participation  rates  in  pilot  program  projects  are  similar  to 
those  in  FAA  grants.  Unlike  the  procedures  in  Illinois  and 
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Missouri,  coordination  on  civil  rights  requirements  for 
North  Carolina  is  directly  between  the  FAA  regional  Office  of 
Civil  Rights  and  each  airport  sponsor.  DBS  goals  are  set 
separately,  rather  than  as  a  single  statewide  goal.  When  taken 
as  a  whole,  actual  DBE  participation  at  North  Carolina  airports 
under  the  pilot  program  during  fiscal  years  1990-1991  exceeded 
the  statutory  goal  of  not  less  than  10  percent. 


Postproject  Compliance  with  Legislated  Requirements 

North  Carolina  appears  to  have  managed  its  new  compliance 
responsibilities  well.  During  the  one-day  seminar  for  block 
grant  airport  sponsors  and  consultants,  the  FAA  guidance  entitled 
Airport  Compliance  Requirements  was  distributed.  In  addition, 
the  sponsor  of  the  general  aviation  airport  at  Salisbury 
indicated  that  the  state  had  a  major  role  in  local  enactment  of 
height  restrictive  zoning  required  by  FAA  guidance.  The  same 
sponsor  said  that  the  state  had  helped  significantly  to  resolve  a 
problem  with  a  landfill  which  created  an  undesirable  attraction 
to  wildlife  at  the  airport. 

A  potential  safety  problem  was  observed  at  the  general  aviation 
airport  at  Albemarle.  A  large  flock  of  resident  geese  were 
gathered  on  the  runway  and  adjacent  safety  areas  thereby  creating 
bird  strike  hazards  at  the  airport.  The  airport  sponsor  and 
Division  of  Aviation  were  notified  of  the  problem  and  took  prompt 
action  to  resolve  this  condition. 

Several  complaints  involving  compliance  with  grant  assurances  by 
airport  sponsors  in  North  Carolina  have  been  received  during  the 
pilot  program.  For  instance,  the  sponsor  of  the  general  aviation 
airport  at  Goldsboro  was  allegedly  unwilling  to  allow  an 
operation  which  the  sponsor  considered  to  have  violated  local 
airport  rules  and  regulations.  The  Division  of  Aviation 
investigated  the  allegations,  corresponded  with  the  parties,  and 
was  instrumental  in  resolving  the  complaint.  However,  the  ADO 
was  also  involved  to  a  substantial  degree  in  reviewing  and 
resolving  compliance  cases. 


State/Locml/FAA  Relationship 

The  relationship  between  participants  in  the  pilot  program  in 
North  Carolina  appears  to  be  excellent.  The  Division  of  Aviation 
and  ADO  personnel  communicate  verbally  several  times  during  each 
week  on  various  block  grant  matters.  The  Division  of  Aviation 
noted  a  tendency  for  airport  sponsors  to  continue  communicating 
directly  with  the  FAA.  However,  the  ADO  personnel  have  attempted 
to  limit  communications  with  block  grant  sponsors. 
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Some  airport  sponsor  personnel  in  North  Carolina  indicated  their 
strong  support  for  continuation  of  block  grants,  while  others 
were  neutral.  The  close  proximity  of  the  Division  of  Aviation  in 
Raleigh,  which  allows  more  frequent  and  easier  travel  than  from 
the  ADO  in  Atlanta,  was  repeatedly  cited  as  a  reason  by  those 
expressing  support. 

The  reliever  airport  sponsor  at  Lincolnton  supported  including 
current  categories  of  airports  in  any  continued  block  grant 
program  provided  the  state  allocates  funds  made  available  from 
the  10  percent  set-aside  to  reliever  airports.  North  Carolina 
personnel  indicated  that  overall  they  will  adhere  to  the  reliever 
set-aside  even  though  that  is  not  required  by  pilot  program 
guidance.  However,  the  flexibility  in  the  pilot  program  has 
allowed  funding  for  relievers  at  a  lower  level  in  some  years, 
until  project  documentation  was  prepared,  and  making  up  the 
difference  later. 

The  final  North  Carolina  report  summarizes  the  state's  experience 
with  the  pilot  program  (Appendix  G) .  The  Division  of  Aviation 
indicated  that  it  would  probably  be  required  to  claim 
administrative  costs  if  allowable  in  any  continued  block 
grants  (Appendix  M) . 


SECTION  9 


CONCLUSIONS 


The  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  has  shown  that  the  three 
selected  states  can  successfully  assume  more  responsibility  for 
management  of  Federal  airport  grants.  Since  these  states  were 
selected  to  represent  the  diversity  of  potential  state 
administration,  the  conclusions  below  can  be  extrapolated  to  be 
applicable  to  many  states. 

The  airport  grant  process  is  substantially  more  complex  today 
than  in  the  recent  past  due  to  increasing  environmental  and 
sponsor  compliance  workload.  The  greater  state  role  supplements 
limited  FAA  resources  available  to  manage  these  expanding 
responsibilities,  higher  AIP  funding  levels,  and  the  passenger 
facility  charge  program.  The  states  have  more  contact  with 
general  aviation  airports,  and  state  involvement  allows  FAA 
airports  personnel  to  focus  attention  on  managing  grants  for 
larger  airports. 

However,  some  problem  areas  related  to  state  involvement  have 
also  been  identified.  Enhanced  involvement  of  states  in  the  AIP 
should  be  carefully  structured  to  recognize  these  problems  and 
constraints. 


Constraints  on  Stats  Involvsasnt 

Constraints  on  state  involvement  in  the  AIP  have  been  identified 
based  on  observations  made  during  the  pilot  program.  The 
following  areas  should  be  addressed  to  facilitate  any  decision  to 
shift  or  share  AIP  administrative  functions  under  an  expanded 
state  block  grant  program: 

o  One  state  initially  had  a  small  number  of  aviation  staff 

available  for  airport  grant  administration,  and  this  adversely 
affected  its  program  management  capability.  States  should  be 
required  to  assure  an  adequate  staffing  level  is  in  place 
before  administrative  and  financial  management  functions  are 
shifted  to  the  state.  Regardless  of  the  size  of  staff 
available,  states  should  also  undertake  training  of  their 
personnel  on  Federal  airport  grant  program  procedures  and 
requirements.  States  should  plan  on  continuous  training 
activities  as  are  encouraged  for  FAA  personnel.  Allowing  the 
use  of  block  grant  funds  for  administrative  costs  under  AIP  to 
pay  for  a  portion  of  the  additional  staffing  and  training 
would  likely  lead  to  more  states  adopting  this  practice.  The 
approximate  administrative  cost  to  AIP  of  an  expanded  block 
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grant  program  would  be  $2  million  if  most  states  participate 
based  on  1  percent  of  fiscal  year  1992  state  apportionments. 

o  Two  of  the  three  pilot  program  states  did  not  normally 
encourage  and  fund  a  separate  airport  master  planning  or 
environmental  assessment  project  prior  to  development 
projects.  Lack  of  planning  did  not  hinder  implementation  of 
pilot  program  projects  since  most  basic  airport  plans  or 
environmental  assessments  were  completed  by  the  FAA  prior  to 
the  start  of  the  block  grant  program.  Timing  of  the  planning 
and  environmental  assessments  could  be  problematic  later, 
however,  as  FAA  funded  studies  become  outdated.  Therefore, 
states  should  be  strongly  encouraged  to  complete  environmental 
assessments  and  plan  regularly  for  effective  use  of  airport 
development  resources  to  develop  their  network  of  airports  to 
meet  forecast  needs. 

o  Expanding  state  involvement  with  Federal  airport  grant 
projects  could  increase  variations  in  the  way  the  AIP  is 
administered.  Many  additional  differences  could  result  if 
each  state,  rather  than  the  nine  FAA  regions,  were  responsible 
for  adherence  to  airport  design  standards  and  procedures. 
Therefore,  effective  and  visible  FAA  oversight  should  be 
maintained  for  all  airports,  including  smaller  general 
aviation  airports,  to  avoid  any  potential  derogation  of 
airport  safety  and  ensure  airport  systemwide  standardization. 

o  Involvement  of  states  at  relievers,  commercial  service,  and 
joint-use  facilities  has  merit,  although  rules  which  vary  from 
state  to  state  for  these  airports  could  cause  national  system 
inefficiencies.  These  airports  are  larger,  more  complex,  and 
involve  interstate  travel  to  a  greater  extent  than  is  the  case 
for  typical  general  aviation  airports.  Many  provisions  have 
been  adopted  by  Congress  to  ensure  uniformity  of  FAA 
procedures  with  respect  to  project  eligibility,  priority, 
standards,  administration,  and  other  requirements  for  these 
airport  categories.  Reliever  airports  have  implications 
involving  noise  and  national  airport  system  capacity 
enhancement  in  metropolitan  areas.  Nonprimary  commercial 
service  airports  require  the  application  of  more  rigorous 
Federal  safety  and  security  regulations  than  general  aviation 
airports.  Joint-use  airports  may  be  large  facilities  with 
unique  problems  which  are  subject  to  special  emphasis  by  the 
FAA.  The  impact  of  including  such  airports  in  any  expanded 
block  grant  program  has  not  been  completely  addressed  by  the 
pilot  program  and  would  require  continuing  assessment. 
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categories  of  AIP  Functions  States  Can  Perfom 

Specific  administrative  functions  to  support  the  Federal  airport 
grant  program  could  be  undertaken  by  the  states  if  determined  to 
be  feasible  after  FAA  review  in  each  state.  This  would  be 
facilitated  by  a  block  grant  program.  However,  the  states  have 
an  effective  relationship  with  general  aviation  airports  and  are 
well  suited  to  perform  the  following  five  categories  of  specific 
AIP  management  functions,  with  or  without  block  grants: 

1.  Project  coordination  and  monitoring  of  airport  project  work 
could  be  facilitated  by  states,  especially  with  respect  to 
ensuring  the  involvement  of  interested  parties  in  AIP 
projects.  For  instance,  a  state  aviation  agency  could  ensure 
that  the  state's  intergovernmental  airport  project 
coordination  procedures  in  accordance  with  Executive 

Order  12372,  Intergovernmental  Review  of  Federal  Programs, 
are  efficient  and  produce  useful  results. 

2.  A  capital  improvement  programming  process  acceptable  to  the 
FAA  could  be  established  by  the  states  for  general  aviation 
airports  as  well  as  other  airports,  if  appropriate.  A  state 
could  ensure  that  all  airports  in  the  state  regularly  update 
their  capital  improvement  program. 

3.  Project  procurement,  land  acquisition,  contracting,  approval 
of  plans  and  specifications,  materials  design  and  testing, 
ensuring  safety  during  construction,  payments,  and  audits 
could  be  performed  by  states.  States  could  assist  in  seeing 
that  airport  projects  are  completed  within  a  reasonable 
period,  normally  two  to  three  years.  States  could  expand  use 
of  current  authority  to  sponsor  and  manage  similar  AIP 
projects  at  two  or  more  airports  to  reduce  workload  or 
provide  economies  of  scale  under  Section  509(a)(3)  of  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended. 
Airport  sponsors  must  consent  in  writing  to  any  such  state 
sponsorship  of  work  at  their  airports  and  ensure  subsequent 
compliance  with  grant  conditions  and  assurances. 

4.  A  state's  aviation  planning  program  could  assess  airport 
development  and  land  use  controls  in  the  vicinity  of 
airports.  Based  on  their  planning,  states  could  take  actions 
including  implementation  of  legislation  and  monitoring 
airport  vicinity  development,  as  required  by 

Section  511(a) (4)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act 
of  1982,  as  amended. 

5.  A  compliance  program  in  accordance  with  FAA  Order  5190.6, 
Airport  Compliance  Reouirements.  could  be  established  by 
states  to  ensure  airport  sponsors  understand  and  comply  with 
their  obligations  with  respect  to  grant  assurances.  This 
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includes  taking  initial  steps  with  airport  sponsors  to 
enforce  the  terms  of  the  assurances  if  noncospliance  is 
found.  While  the  FAA  would  be  ultimately  responsible  for 
enforcement  of  the  assurances,  the  states  could  assist 
airport  sponsors  in  achieving  voluntary  compliance  through 
prudent  advice  and  counsel  on  a  regular  basis. 
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SECTION  10 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  three-state  block  grant  program  in  Illinois,  Missouri,  and 
North  Carolina  should  be  expanded  to  allow  voluntary 
participation  by  all  states. 

This  new  state  role  should  provide  better  service  to  airport 
sponsors  because  it  would  raise  the  overall  state  and  FAA 
resources  available  to  administer  the  AIP.  To  help  states  obtain 
adequate  staff  resources  and  to  ensure  that  they  do  not  let 
budgetary  limitations  overly  influence  their  decision  to 
participate,  use  of  block  grant  funds  to  defray  program 
administrative  costs  should  be  allowed.  Any  state  administering 
a  block  grant  program  should  ensure  that  protection  of  the 
Federal  interest  in  airport  projects  is  effectively  addressed, 
and  appropriate  FAA  oversight  should  be  maintained. 

The  recommendations  below,  except  the  first,  require  statutory 
changes  to  allow  states  to  perform  the  specified  functions. 


1.  Share  Specific  Functions  with  states 

All  states  should  be  encouraged  to  become  more  involved  in  the 
management  of  Federal  airport  grant  projects.  The  five 
categories  of  specific  administrative  functions  that  states  are 
suited  to  perform,  as  listed  in  the  previous  section,  should  be 
shared  by  the  FAA  with  any  state  where  the  FAA  determines  it  to 
be  feasible.  State  involvement  in  some  cases  might  be  limited  to 
general  aviation  airports,  although  certain  of  these 
administrative  functions  are  applicable  for  any  airport,  as 
noted.  This  recommendation  may  be  implemented  whether  or  not 
state  block  grants  are  made  and  would  be  sxibject  to  requirements 
to  be  established  by  the  Secretary. 


2.  Authorise  state  Apportionment  Block  Qrants 

The  50  states,  six  territories,  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
should  be  invited  to  apply  for  annual  (or  biennial)  block  grants 
for  general  aviation  airports,  excluding  relievers  and  those 
designated  under  the  Military  Airport  Program.  Voluntary 
participation  in  the  block  grant  program  would  be  allowed  by  all 
states  meeting  minimum  criteria. 

A  state,  upon  approval  of  an  application,  would  administer  AIP 
state  apportionment  funds  and  discretionary  funds  distributed  by 
the  FAA  for  general  aviation  airports*  These  block  grants  would 
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not  include  the  reliever  and  military  airport  set-asides.  The 
program  should  include  provision  for  amendments  to  the  block 
grants  at  the  end  of  fiscal  years  using  the  current  year  funding. 

The  requirements  to  be  established  by  the  Secretary  for  states 
receiving  such  block  grants  would  be  similar  to  those  in  the 
pilot  program.  Many  states  would  likely  be  interested  and  able 
to  participate  if  this  recommendation  were  adopted. 


3.  Establish  Block  Grant  State  Selection  Criteria 

A  block  grant  application  would  be  approved,  subject  to 

requirements  to  be  established  by  the  Secretary,  only  if  the  FAA 

determines  that  the  state  has: 

o  An  agency  or  organization  capable  of  intergovernmental  project 
coordination  and  administering  a  block  grant  effectively; 

o  A  satisfactory  aviation  system  planning  process  which 

addresses  airport  development  and  land  use  controls  in  the 
vicinity  of  airports; 

o  A  capital  improvement  programming  process  and  priority  system 
which  is  acceptable  to  the  FAA; 

o  Agreed  to  comply  with  Federal  procedural  and  other  standard 
requirements  for  administering  a  block  grant,  including  a 
program  on  airport  sponsor  compliance  with  grant  assurances; 
and 

o  Agreed  to  provide  the  FAA  with  such  program  information  as 
may  be  required. 


4.  Expanded  Block  Grants  for  Qualified  States 

States  that  have  satisfactorily  administered  a  general  aviation 
block  grant  for  one  year  or  more  should  be  eligible  to  expand 
their  block  grants  to  also  include  reliever  and  nonprimary 
commercial  service  airports.  States  and  airport  sponsors  would 
have  the  flexibility  to  tailor  the  number  or  type  of  airports 
included  in  the  block  grant  depending  upon  their  needs  and 
capabilities.  This  could  range  from  a  single  reliever  or 
commercial  service  airport  to  all  but  primary  airports. 

Certain  standards,  conditions,  and  procedures,  to  be  established 
by  the  Secretary,  would  apply  to  relievers  or  commercial  service 
airports  to  guarantee  adequate  funding  and  adherence  to  safety 
standards.  Joint-use  airports  would  also  be  subject  to  certain 
Federally  imposed  requirements. 
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5.  Authorls*  State  Planning  Rasponsibilitias 

States  should  assume  planning  and  environmental  functions  for 
block  grant  airport  projects.  States  should  be  authouzr:  to 
approve  airport  layout  plans  in  lieu  of  the  FAA  for  airports 
covered  by  block  grant  programs.  This  would  satisfy  FAA  planning 
responsibilities  for  block  grant  airport  projects  under 
Section  511(a) (15)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act 
of  1982,  as  amended.  States  should  also  submit  cn  airport  system 
plan  every  two  years  for  the  FAA  to  approve  the  location  and  role 
of  individual  airports  in  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 
Systems. 

States  should  submit  to  the  FAA  with  the  block  grant  applications 
assurances  that  states  will  assume  Federal  environmental 
protection  responsibilities  and  will  follow  FAA  Order  5050.4, 
Airport  Environmental  Handbook,  for  block  grant  airport  projects. 
These  assurances  would  satisfy  FAA  responsibilities  for  block 
grant  airport  projects  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  and  other  provisions  of  law  specified  by  FAA 
Order  5050.4.  States  that  have  adopted  environmental 
reguirements  comparable  to  NEPA,  as  defined  in  regulations  issued 
by  the  U.S.  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  and  other 
provisions  of  FAA  Order  5050.4,  may  follow  state  requirements. 


6.  Authorize  Administrative  Costa  in  Block  Grants 

Up  to  1  percent  of  a  state's  apportionment  funds,  or  $75,000, 
whichever  is  greater,  should  be  allowable  under  any  block 
grant  (including  a  biennial  block  grant)  to  help  defray  the 
state's  program  administrative  costs,  subject  to  requirements  to 
be  established  by  the  Secretary. 


7.  Assure  FAA  oversight  of  Block  Grants 

The  FAA  should  maintain  oversight  of  programs  in  each  block  grant 
state  in  a  similar  manner  as  required  by  the  legislation  for  the 
pilot  program.  The  FAA  would  ensure  that  state  airport  processes 
meet  critical  safety  and  security  needs  and  address  the  needs  of 
the  national  airport  system.  FAA  review  should  result  in 
periodic  determinations  of  whether  the  state  is  using  appropriate 
standards  and  procedures. 
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I. 


Introduction 


A.  This  Booklet.  The  State  block  grant  pilot  program  is 
described  in  this  booklet  to  inform  interested  States  how  they 
may  be  considered  for  selection  as  a  participating  State.  This 
booklet  outlines  the  details  of  how  FAA  will  administer  the  block 
grant  pilot  program  and  advises  participating  States  of  their 
specific  responsibilities.  Also  included  as  Appendix  1  is  a 
sample  of  the  November  3,  1988,  letter  sent  by  the  FAA 
Administrator  inviting  States  to  participate.  Appendix  2  is  the 
schedule  established  to  carry  out  the  pilot  program. 

B.  Authorization .  The  State  block  grant  pilot  program  was 
authorized  by  Section  116  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and 
Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987,  which  was  signed  into  law  by 
President  Reagan  in  December  1987.  This  section  added  a  new 
Section  534  to  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982 
(AAIA)  entitled  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program.  The  legislation 
provides  for  up  to  three  States  to  receive  block  grants  in  Fiscal 
Years  1990  and  1991  for  airport  master  planning  and  development 
projects  at  eligible  nonprimary  airports  in  the  State.  Non- 
primary  airports  are  those  enplaning  10,000  or  fewer  commercial 
passengers  annually.  The  legislation  also  calls  for  FAA  to 
report  to  Congress  on  this  program  not  later  than  June  30,  1991. 

C.  Purpose .  The  purpose  of  the  State  block  grant  pilot  program 
is  to  identify  administrative  functions  which  might  successfully 
be  shifted  to  or  shared  with  States  in  carrying  out  the  Airport 
Improvement  Program  (AIP) .  The  block  grant  pilot  program  may 
result  in  recommendations  to  either  develop  State  participation 
more  fully  or  retain  the  present  grant  functions  within  FAA.  The 
report  to  Congress  will  contain  the  results  of  the  pilot  program 
and  recommendations  on  future  actions. 


II.  SELECTION  PROCESS 


A.  Review  of  Applications.  Applications  received  by  February 
28,  1989,  will  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether  mandatory 
requirements  of  Section  534  of  AAIA  have  been  met.  Those 
applications  which  qualify  will  then  be  rated  for  relative  merit 
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and  probability  of  successfully  administering  the  program. 


B.  Diversity  Factors.  To  best  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the 
pilot  program,  diversity  among  the  three  States  selected  will  be 
sought.  Factors  to  be  considered  will  be: 

o  Geographic  Balance.  No  more  than  one  State  will  be 
selected  within  any  single  FAA  region. 

o  Diversity  of  State  Enabling  Legislation  and  Funding 

Levels.  No  more  than  two  States  will  be  selected  which 
are  subject  to  a  State  channeling  act  which  requires  the 
State  to  be  an  agency  or  sponsor  in  federal  airport 
projects. 


o  Demographic  Diversity.  States  will  be  selected  to 

represent  different  population  sizes,  that  is,  not  all 
States  will  be  large  ones,  for  example. 


C.  Selections.  From  among  the  top-ranking  applications,  up  to 
three  States  will  be  chosen  for  the  program,  as  well  as  an  alter¬ 
nate.  The  alternate  would  be  requested  to  act  as  a  substitute  if 
a  selected  State  later  chooses  not  to  participate  in  the  program. 
This  application  and  selection  process  concludes  May  15,  1989, 
with  notification  to  all  applicants  immediately  thereafter  of  the 
States  selected. 


III.  BLOCK  GRANT  PROGRAM  GROUND  RULES 


A.  General  Recfuirements.  Part  156  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations,  enclosed  as  Appendix  3,  outlines  the  requirements 
for  the  State  block  grant  pilot  program.  To  help  States  to 
better  understand  their  responsibilities,  the  basic  rules  by 
which  FAA  and  the  States  will  administer  and  accomplish  the  block 
grant  program  are  presented  here.  These  ground  rules  cover  most 
major  issues  but  cannot  anticipate  all  of  the  questions  which 
will  arise  during  the  application  process  and  the  two-year  grant 
period.  These  questions  will  be  addressed  as  they  arise. 

B.  Maximum  Flexibility.  The  intent  of  FAA  in  administering  this 
program  is  to  encourage  States  to  use  innovative  approaches  and 
to  allow  maximum  flexibility  for  them  to  carry  out  the  grant 
program  effectively  and  efficiently.  States  may  use  either  FAA 
forms  and  procedures  or  their  own  as  they  choose,  except  those 
procedures  which  are  mandatory  as  noted  below. 
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C.  Mandatory  Program  Aspects.  There  are  a  number  of  federal 
requirements  for  grant  programs  which  are  not  waived  by  Section 
534  of  AAIA.  The  FAA  does  not  have  authority  to  exe. ,  '  the 
States  from  compliance  with  these  requirements.  Howe  r ,  there 
may  be  other  means  for  States  to  comply  in  a  manner  dif..erent 
from  FAA's  procedures.  Appendixes  4  and  5  of  this  booklet 
contain  the  standard  FAA  grant  assurances.  Refer  to  Section 

C. I.,  General  Federal  Requirements,  for  a  list  of  these  laws  and 
regulations. 

D.  FAA^s  Advisory  Role.  FAA  field  offices  and  Headquarters 
staff  are  prepared  to  provide  advice  or  furnish  any  documents 
referred  to  below  on  request  of  the  States  participating  in  the 
pilot  program.  States  may  use  FAA  Orders,  forms,  and  Advisory 
Circulars  to  the  extent  they  wish,  or  may  use  their  own. 

FAA  Orders  are  basically  internal  guidance  for  agency  personnel 
in  meeting  Congressionally  legislated  requirements  and  are  not  an 
explicit  requirement  of  Part  156.  However,  these  Orders  do 
indicate  how  FAA  administers  the  grant  program.  States  may 
follow  these  Orders,  use  them  as  a  guide,  or  substitute  their  own 
procedures  to  meet  the  requirements  of  law.  The  primary  Orders 
related  to  the  grant  program  include: 

o  Order  5100.38,  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP) 
Handbook. 

o  Order  5050. 4A,  Airport  Environmental  Handbook. 

o  Order  5190.6,  Airports  Compliance  Handbook. 

In  addition,  Advisory  Circulars  related  to  the  grant  program 
include: 

o  Advisory  Circular  150/5100-16,  Airport  Improvement 
Program  Grant  Assurance  Nvimber  One  -  General  Federal 
Requirements. 

o  Advisory  Circular  150/5100-15,  Civil  Rights  Requirements 
for  the  Airport  Improvement  Program. 

o  Advisory  Circular  150/5100-6D,  Labor  Requirements  for 
the  Airport  Improvement  Program. 

E.  Project  Eligibility  and  Cost  Allowability.  States  may  not  use 
block  grant  funds  to  accomplish  projects  which  are  1)  not 
eligible  under  AAIA  as  interpreted  by  FAA,  or  2)  at  airports 
which  are  not  eligible  for  grants  under  AAIA.  Generally,  States 
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may  either  refer  to  Order  5100.38  to  determine  project 
eligibility  or  consult  with  the  appropriate  FAA  field  office. 
Similarly,  project  costs  must  be  necessary  and  reasonable  to  be 
allowable.  Again,  Order  5100.38  or  FAA  offices  may  be  consulted 
if  there  are  questions. 

F.  Block  Grant  Administrative  Costs.  States  may  use  block  grant 
funds  for  any  project  administration  costs  which  would  normally 
be  incurred  by  a  sponsor  and  eligible  under  a  development  grant 
issued  by  FAA.  Any  program  administration  costs  which  would 
normally  have  been  incurred  by  FAA  field  offices  are  not 
allowable  costs. 

G.  Annual  Grants.  Block  grants  will  be  issued  annually  by  FAA 
to  participating  States  for  each  of  the  two  years  beginning 
October  1,  1989,  and  ending  September  30,  1991.  Each  block  grant 
will  be  issued  to  States  on  October  1  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
FAA  has  budget  authority  to  issue  grants.  Airport  projects 
funded  with  State  block  grants  shall  be  under  construction  or 
financially  committed  on  or  before  September  30,  1991. 

H.  Grant  Funding  Amounts.  Block  grants  will  include  all  State 
apportionment  funds  and  the  State's  proportionate  share  of 
discretionary,  reliever,  noise,  and  nonprimary  airport  funds 
based  on  past  trends  determined  by  the  Office  of  Airport  Planning 
and  Programming.  Recoveries  from  airport  projects  iinder  State 
block  grants  will  remain  available  to  States  for  airport  projects 
until  September  30,  1991. 

I.  Compliance  and  Enforcement.  States  will  be  responsible  for 
monitoring  project  accomplishment  at  all  airports  benefiting  from 
the  pilot  program  to  assure  that  all  agreements  and  assurances 
with  airport  sponsors  are  met  during  the  two-year  program,  except 
that  compliance  with  Part  139  requirements  will  continue  to  be 
FAA  responsibilities  where  applicable.  FAA  will  expect  States  to 
carry  block  grant  projects  through  to  close-out  even  though 
completion  may  extend  beyond  the  September  30,  1991,  program 
termination.  However,  the  extent  and  duration  of  State 
compliance  responsibilities  may  be  negotiated  with  FAA  at  the 
option  of  the  State. 

J.  State/Local  Matching  Share.  The  United  States  share  for  all 
work  accomplished  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  90%  or  higher  as 
provided  by  AAIA  in  certain  public  land  States,  except  if  any 
funds  are  used  for  terminal  development  that  amount  shall  not 
exceed  a  75%  United  States  share.  States  may  fund  individual 
projects  at  any  matching  share  they  wish  as  long  as  the  total 
spent  in  the  State  for  each  fiscal  year  reflects  the  required 
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state/local  share  to  match  the  amount  of  the  total  annual  block 
grant. 

K.  Planning  Eligibility.  Block  grant  funds  may  be  used  for 
master  planning  or  for  airport  environmental  planning.  System 
planning  grants  are  not  eligible  for  block  grant  funding  and  will 
continue  to  be  administered  by  FAA  in  block  grant  States. 

L.  Grant  Payments.  Grant  payments  to  participating  States  will 
be  made  by  letters  of  credit. 

M.  Program  Review  bv  FAA.  FAA  is  required  by  legislation  to 
conduct  an  on  going  program  review  and  prepare  a  report  to 
Congress  90  days  before  program  termination  on  September  30, 

1991.  The  timing  and  format  of  State  reporting  on  the  progress 
of  the  block  grant  program  will  be  somewhat  dependent  upon  the 
individual  State's  procedures.  FAA  will  develop  an  appropriate 
review  and  reporting  system  with  each  of  the  States  chosen  for 
the  program  and  will  carry  out  an  evaluation  program  including 
airport  sponsors  and  FAA  field  staff. 

N.  Accounting  and  Auditing.  States  are  required  to  have  an 
accounting  system  that  accurately  reflects  expenditures  of  the 
block  grants.  Airport  projects  under  block  grants  are  subject  to 
the  same  audit  requirements  as  other  grants.  These  requirements 
are  described  in  Order  5100.38. 

O.  Authorities  Retained  bv  FAA.  FAA  approval  will  continue  to 
be  required  for  NPIAS  locations,  airport  layout  plans,  and  Part 
150  studies. 


IV.  How  to  Apply 


A.  Application  Form.  The  three-part  application  forms  are  shown 
in  this  booklet  as  Appendix  6.  An  additional  copy  is  included  to 
be  completed  by  your  State  if  you  wish  to  apply  for  the  block 
grant.  The  application  should  be  mailed  to  the  Associate 
Administrator  for  Airports,  ATTN:  APP-510,  800  Independence  Ave. 
S.W.,  Washington,  DC  20591.  The  following  guidance  will  help  you 
complete  the  application  forms. 

1.  Part  I  -  Application  Form.  This  is  a  standard  federal 
assistance  program  application  form  with  detailed  instructions 
for  completing  each  block.  The  number  for  Block  10,  Catalog  of 
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Federal  Domestic  Assistance,  is  20-106.  Leave  Blocks  13,  14,  and 
15  blank. 


2.  Part  II  -  Application  Form.  This  section  is  the  most 
important  and  may  require  significant  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
State.  Information  provided  here  will  be  the  primary  source  to 
be  used  by  FAA  for  selection  of  the  three  States  to  receive  block 
grants.  The  seven  questions  should  be  separately  addressed. 
Suggested  topics  to  be  covered  under  each  question  are  listed 
below. 

a.  Describe  your  State's  overall  concept  of  managing  the  block 
grant  pilot  program. 

o  Relationship  to  airport  sponsors  and  FAA. 
o  Coordination  with  other  interested  parties, 
o  Source  of  matching  funds, 
o  Project  monitoring  and  reporting, 
o  Proposals  for  innovative  grant  administration. 

b.  Describe  your  agency  or  organization  to  demonstrate  that  it 
is  capable  of  administering  effectively  a  block  grant. 

o  State  legislation  authorizing  the  State  agency  which 
will  administer  the  block  grant. 

o  Number  of  full  or  part-time  dedicated  staff. 

o  Staff  skills  and  experience. 

o  Organizational  chart  and  assigned  responsibilities, 
o  Financial  management  program. 

c.  Describe  your  airport  system  planning  process.  Specify  the 
basis  on  which  safety  and  security  projects  are  selected  for 
inclusion  in  your  airport  system  planning  proce 

o  Participants  in  planning  process. 

o  Planning  horizons  and  forecasts. 

o  Use  of  design  and  engineering  standards. 


6 


o  Project  justification  and  priority  system. 

d.  Describe  your  State  environmental  protection  requirements  as 
they  apply  to  airport  development. 

o  State  environmental  laws  showing  comparability  to  the 
National  Environmental  Protection  Act. 

o  Other  proposals  to  meet  regulations  issued  by  the  U.S. 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality. 

e.  Define  your  project  programming  process,  including  procedures 
for  assigning  priorities  for  safety  and  security  projects. 
Describe  how  this  project  programming  process  ensures  that  the 
needs  of  the  national  airport  system  are  addressed. 

o  Overall  priority  system. 

o  Capital  improvement  program,  if  applicable,  or  proce¬ 
dures  for  defining  annual  funding  programs. 

o  Project  eligibility  rules. 

o  Technical/engineering  coordination  with  FAA. 
o  Cost  reviews  for  reasonableness. 

o  Discussion  of  State  and  local  capital  funding  programs 
or  legislative  authority. 

f.  Describe  your  State  procedure  for  compliance  with  Federal 
procedural  and  other  standard  requirements. 

o  State/airport  sponsor  agreements. 

o  Compliance  programs. 

o  Coverage  of  accounting,  audits,  procurement,  labor,  and 
land  acquisition/relocation  requirements. 

g.  Describe  any  State  channelling  authority  which  requires  you 
to  be  an  agency  or  sponsor  in  a  federal  airport  project. 

o  Detail  of  channelling  requirements. 

3.  Part  III  -  Application  Form.  These  assurances  are  made  by 
the  State  to  FAA  as  Part  III  of  the  application  and  are  subse¬ 
quently  incorporated  in  and  become  part  of  the  block  grant 
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agreement.  They  describe  six  specific  responsibilities  assumed 
by  the  State  in  accepting  the  grant.  It  is  our  intent  to  meet 
with  the  individual  States  selected  for  participation  and  work 
out  mutually  satisfactory  ways  to  meet  these  requirements  in  context 
with  the  State's  approach  to  administering  the  block  grant.  Some 
of  these  requirements  are  discussed  in  more  detail  under  Section 
III.  of  this  booklet. 

Close  attention  should  be  given  to  Assurance  5.,  Obligation  to 
Standard  Assurances.  This  requirement  provides  that,  upon 
termination  of  the  block  grant  program  in  1991,  all  airport  sponsors 
who  have  received  projects  from  the  State  block  grants  will  have 
grant  obligations  to  FAA  equivalent  to  those  they  would  have  if 
FAA  had  awarded  them  a  standard  AIP  grant.  States  must  take 
particular  care  to  establish  this  continuity  and  the  pass-through 
of  airport  sponsor  obligations  to  FAA  when  this  pilot  program 
expires.  The  standard  AIP  project  assurances  are  enclosed  in 
Appendixes  4  and  5. 

B.  Grant  Agreement.  This  form  in  Appendix  7  is  adapted  from  the 
standard  AIP  grant  agreement  form  to  fit  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program.  Condition  1.  of  this  form  will  specify  the  total 
amount  of  the  block  grant  and  also  the  minimum  amount  required  by 
Section  507  of  AAIA  to  be  spent  only  at  airports  which  are  not 
commercial  service  airports,  i.e.  general  aviation  or  reliever 
airports.  Upon  acceptance  by  the  appropriate  State  official  and 
certification  of  the  State's  attorney,  the  grant  is  executed. 

C.  Deadline.  February  28,  1989,  is  the  deadline  for  submitting 
grant  applications.  This  will  allow  FAA  sufficient  time  to  review 
and  analyze  State  applications  and  make  appropriate  selections. 

It  will  also  allow  time  between  selection  and  start  of  the  program 
to  meet  with  individual  States  to  assure  full  understanding  of  the 
details  of  each  State's  procedures  and  FAA's  role. 
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Appendix  1. 


000  Independence  Ave  .  S  W. 
Washmgton.  D  C  20591 


Sample  Letter  to  Governors 


The  Honorable  Bob  Martinez 
Governor  of  Florida 
State  Capitol 
Tallahassee,  Florida 

Dear  Governor  Martinez: 

I  invite  the  State  of  Florida  to  compete  for  selection  as  one  of 
three  States  to  implement  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program 
authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and 
Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987.  The  program  will  run  2  years, 
beginning  in  October  1989,  and  will  include  funding  of  airport 
development  and  roaster  planning  for  all  eligible  nonprimary 
airports  in  selected  States. 

I  am  enclosing,  for  your  information,  an  implementation  schedule 
and  a  copy  of  the  regulation  implementing  the  statute  as  recently 
published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

If  your  State  wishes  to  be  considered  for  this  program,  please 
send  a  letter  expressing  interest  as  discussed  in  the  regulation. 
We  will  forward  to  you  more  detailed  program  guidance  and  an 
application  form.  Your  letter  should  be  sent  to  the  Associate 
Administrator  for  Airports,  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 

800  Independence  Avenue,  SW,  Washington,  DC  20591,  for  receipt  by 
November  30,  1988. 

Criteria  to  be  used  by  Federal  Aviation  Administration  for 
selecting  State  participants  from  applications  will  be  based  on 
those  listed  in  the  preamble  to  the  regulation. 

Questions  about  this  program  may  be  directed  to  Mark  Beisse, 
Office  of  Airport  Planning  and  Programming,  Crants-in-Aid 
Division,  Program  Guidance  Branch,  telephone  (202)  267-8826. 

Sincerely, 


T.  Allan  McArtor 
Administrator 


Enclosures  (2) 


Appendix  2. 


State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program 
Schedule  of  Events 


This  schedule  outlines  events  under  Section  116  of  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987  which  provides  pilot  States  will 
assume  res pShsi bll 1 ty  for  projects  at  nonprimary  locations: 


November  30,  1988 

F e bruary  28 ,  1  989 
May  15,  1989 
June  15,  1989 
October  1,  1989 
June  15,  1990 
October  1,  1990 
June  30,  1991 
September  30,  1991 


Letters  of  Interest  from  States 
Applications  from  States 
Selection  of  three  States 
Initial  meeting  with  selected  States 

Issue  first  year  block  grants  and  begin  airport  project 
Second  meeting  with  participating  States 
Issue  second  year  block  grants 

Report  to  Congress  on  review  and  recommendations 
Program  terminates 


!  Thursday.  Oclober  20.  1986  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


DEPARTMENT  OP  TRANSPORTATION 
Ftdtral  Aviation  Administration 
14  CFR  Part  1S6 

(Oochat  No.  2S723;  Arndt.  No.  156-1] 

Statt  Block  Grant  Pitot  Program 

AOINCV;  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA),  DOT. 

ACTION:  Final  rule;  request  for 
comments 


SUiMiAav:  This  final  rule  sets  forth 
regulations  to  implement  the  Slate  block 
grant  pilot  program  included  in  recent 
Congressional  legislation.  The 
regulations  are  intended  to  provide 
guidance  to  the  States  regarding  the 
application  process  for.  and 
administration  of,  the  2  year  Slate  block 
grant  pilot  program.  The  final  rule  is 
necessary  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
statutory  provision  that  requires  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
promulgate  regulations  to  implement  the 
State  block  grant  pilot  program 
OATIS:  The  final  rule  is  effecin  e  on 
November  21, 1988.  Comments  must  be 
received  on  or  before  November  21. 

1988. 

AOOSKtt:  Comments  on  this  final  rule 
may  be  delivered  or  mailed,  in 
duplicate,  to  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration.  Office  of  the  Chief 
Counsel.  Attn;  Rules  Docket  (ACC-204]. 
Docket  No.  25723.  800  Independence 
Avenue  SW..  Room  91  SC.  Washington. 
DC  20591.  Comments  submitted  on  these 
rules  must  be  marked:  Docket  No.  25723. 
Comments  may  be  inspected  in  Room 
RISC  between  8:30  a  .m  and  5:00  p.m.  on 
weekdays,  except  Federal  holidays. 

POO  nurnitN  inforssation  contact: 
Mark  Beisse.  Office  of  Airport  Planning 
and  I^ramming.  Cranls-in-Aid 
Division.  Program  Cuidance  Branch 
(APP-ilOj.  Federal  Aviation 
Administration.  800  Independence 
Avenue  SW..  Washington.  DC  20591; 
telephone  (202)  267-8826. 

SUrngMENTARV  INFORMATION: 
ComiDCDts  Invited 

The  regulations  contained  in  this  final 
rule  implement  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program  provided  by  Congress  in 
the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and 
Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987.  The 
regulations  simply  state  the  application 
tequirementt  for  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program  mandated  by  Congress 
that  will  result  in  block  grants  being 
awarded  to  three  Slates.  Therefore,  the 
final  rule  is  being  adopted  without 
notice  and  an  opportunity  for  prior 
public  comment.  However,  the 


Regulatory  Policies  and  Procedures  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation  (44  FK 
11034:  February  28. 1979)  provide  that  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible. 
Department  of  Transportation  (DOT) 
operating  administrations  should 
provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment  on  regulations  issued  without 
prior  notice.  Accordingly,  interested 
persons  are  invited  to  participate  in  the 
rulemaking  by  submitting  any  written 
data,  views,  or  comments  as  they  may 
desire.  Comments  must  include  the 
regulatory  docket  or  amendment  number 
identified  in  this  final  rule  and  be 
submitted  in  duplicate  to  the  address 
above.  All  comments  received  will  be 
available  in  the  Rules  Docket  for 
examination  by  interested  persons.  The 
regulations  may  be  changed  in  light  of 
the  comments  received  on  this  final  rule. 

Commenters  who  want  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to 
acknowledge  receipt  of  comments 
submitted  on  this  final  rule  must  submit 
a  preaddressed,  stamped  postcard  with 
those  comments  on  which  the  following 
statement  is  made;  “Comments  to 
Docket  No.  25723  "  The  postcard  will  be 
date  stamped  by  the  FAA  and  returned 
to  the  commenter.  A  report  summarizing 
each  substantive  public  contact  with 
FAA  personnel  concerned  with  this 
rulemaking  will  be  filed  in  the  docket. 

Availability  of  Final  Rule 

Any  person  may  obtain  a  copy  of  this 
final  rule  by  submitting  a  request  to  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Office 
of  Public  Affairs,  Attn;  Public  Inquiry 
Center  (APA-230).  800  Independence 
Avenue  SW..  Washington.  DC  20591.  or 
by  calling  (202)  267-3484.  RequesU  must 
include  the  amendment  number 
identified  in  this  final  rule.  Persons 
Interested  in  being  placed  on  a  mailing 
list  for  future  rulemaking  actions  should 
request  a  copy  of  Advisory  Circular  11- 
2A  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking 
Distribution  System,  which  describes 
the  application  procedure. 

Background 

On  December  30. 1987.  Congress 
passed  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety 
and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1987. 
Section  116  of  that  Act  amended’Ihe 
Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of 
1982,  by  adding  new  section  534  entitled 
"State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program”  (49 
U.S  C.  App.  2227).  That  section  states; 

(a)  Promulgation  of  Regulations;  Bffeettvs 
Period. — Not  taler  than  180  dsya  after  the 
data  of  the  enactment  of  thia  section,  the 
Secretary  ahall  promulgate  regulations  to 
Implement  a  Stale  block  grant  pilot  progrim 
to  become  effective  on  Oclober  1. 1889.  Such 
program  ahall  no!  be  •ffactlva  after 
September  sa  1981 


fb)  Aaiumption  of  Certain 
Reaponaibililiea.— Such  rcgulationa  shall 
provide  that  the  Secretary  may  designate  not 
BK>re  than  3  qualified  States  to  assume 
administrative  responsibility  for  all  airport 
grant  funding  available  under  this  title,  other 
than  funding  which  has  been  designatad  for 
use  at  primary  airports. 

fc)  Selection  of  Slate  PSriicipants.— The 
Secretary  ahall  aeleci  Stales  for  participation 
to  such  program  on  the  basis  of  applications 
Bubmilted  to  tha  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
ahall  select  a  State  only  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  State— 

(1)  hat  an  agency  or  organization  capable 
of  adminiatering  effactively  any  block  grant 
made  under  this  aection: 

(2)  uaet  a  satisfactory  airport  system 
plsnning  process: 

(3)  usas  a  programming  process  acceptable 
to  the  Secretary; 

(4)  hat  agreed  to  comply  with  Federal 
procedural  and  other  atandard  requirements 
tor  administering  any  luch  block  grant;  and 

(5)  hat  agreed  to  provide  the  Secretary 
with  tuch  program  information  as  the 
Secretary  may  require. 

Before  determining  that  any  planning  process 
ta  satisfactory  or  any  programming  proceas  it 
acceptable,  the  Secretary  ahall  ensure  that 
tuch  process  provides  for  meeting  critical 
aafety  and  aecurity  needs  and  that  the 
programming  process  ensures  that  the  needs 
of  the  national  airport  system  will  be 
addressed  in  deciding  to  whi  Ji  project  funds 
will  be  provided. 

(d)  Review  and  Report  — The  Secretary 
ahall  conduct  an  on-going  review  of  the 
program  aetabliahcd  under  this  section,  and 
ahall.  not  later  than  SO  days  before  its 
achsdulcd  termination,  report  to  Congress  the 
results  of  such  review,  together  with 
recommends tions  for  further  action  relating 
to  the  program. 

Pursuant  to  the  Congreaiional 
legislation  and  applicable  delegations  of 
authority,  three  States  selected  by  the 
Administrator  will  administer  the  Fiscal 
Year  1990  and  1991  airport  grant 
program!,  for  nonprimary  airports  in 
those  States.  The  three  States  will  be 
responsible  for  project  selection, 
administration,  end  compliance 
consistent  with  applicable  Federal  law. 
Due  to  the  legialative  requirement  that 
the  three  States  agree  to  comply  with 
Federal  procedural  and  other  standard 
grant  administrative  requirements,  the 
block  grant  agreement  for  the  pilot 
program  will  contain  appropriate  grant 
aasurancea  similar  te  those  contained  in 
the  current  grant  agreements  signed  by 
airport  sponsors  who  arc  awarded 
grants  by  the  Administrator.  The  FAA 
will  provide  an  application  form  and 
program  guidance  material  to  any  State 
that  submits  a  letter  expressing  interest 
in  participating  in  the  Stale  block  grant 
pilot  program. 

States  that  are  selected  by  the 
Administrator  to  partficipate  in  the  block 
grant  pilot  program  mutt  comply  with 
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the  statutory'  and  regulatory 
requirement!  that  currently  govern 
airport  grant  pr^rams  These 
requirement!  will  be  specified  in  the 
block  grant  agreements.  Pursuant  to 
Congressional  mandate  contained  in  the 
legislation,  the  three  Slates  selected  by 
the  Administrator  will  assume 
administrative  responsibility,  currently 
exercised  by  the  FAA.  for  all  grant 
funding  available  under  the  legislative 
amendment  and  annua!  appropriation 
Acts  at  nonprimary  airports  within  the 
Stole  Nonpnmary  ere  those  airports 
enplaning  10.000  or  fewer  passengers 
annually.  Similarly,  the  legislative 
amendment  requires  that  the  three 
States  agree  to  comply  with  Federal 
procedural  and  other  standard 
requirements  in  administering  block 
grants  For  example.  States  will  be 
required  to  have  an  accounting  system 
that  accurately  reflects  expenditures  of 
the  State  block  grant.  Likewise  the 
States  must  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 

Reason  for  No  Notice 

The  regulations  contained  in  this  final 
rule  are  needed  to  implement  the  State 
biock  grant  pilot  program  mandated  by 
Congress  in  an  amendment  to  the  1962 
Act  contained  in  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of 
1987.  The  regulations  contained  in  this 
final  rule  merely  implement  a  voluntary 
portion  of  the  existing  airport 
improvement  grant  program.  In  addition, 
the  rules  cor.tained  in  this  amendment 
are  purely  procedural  regulations  that 
govern  the  application  process.  For 
these  reasons,  notice  and  public 
comment  procedures  are  unnecessary. 

In  addition,  publication  of  a  notice  for 
prior  public  comment  on  the  final  rule 
would  not  reasonably  be  anticipated  to 
result  in  the  receipt  of  useful 
information  regarding  the  regulations 
because  Congress  dictated  the  method 
by  which  the  Administrator  shall 
d' '  -^ine  which  States  are  selected  for 
the  State  biock  grant  pilot  program.  In 
accordance  with  DOT  Regulatoiy 
Policies  and  Procedures,  an  opportunity 
for  public  comment  after  publication  of 
the  final  rule  is  being  provided. 

Economic  Assessment 

This  final  rule  seM  forth  the 
application  procedures  that  apply  to  the 
2-year  State  block  grant  pilot  program 
that  is  a  part  of  the  existing  airport 
improvement  grant  program.  Because  of 
the  procedural  nature  of  the  regulations, 
no  economic  impact  is  expected  to  result 
from  the  promulgation  of  the  final  rule. 
Accordingly,  a  full  Regulatory 
Evaluation  is  not  warranted  and  a 


regulatory  evaluation  has  not  been 
prepared  prior  to  publication  of  this 
final  rule.  Because  the  final  rule 
contains  purely  procedural  reflations 
that  only  apply  to  the  application 
process,  the  cost,  if  any.  of  conmlying 
with  the  final  rule  ia  minimal.  Inerefore, 

I  certify  that  the  final  rule  will  not  have 
a  significant  economic  impact,  positive 
or  negative,  on  a  substantial  number  of 
small  entities  as  defined  in  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  of  1980. 

Reporting  and  Recordkeeping 

The  FAA  anticipates  that  there  will  be 
no  discernible  reporting  or 
recordkeeping  impact  resulting  from 
implementation  of  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program.  It  is  difficult  to  estimate 
any  impact  on  paperwork  burdens 
because  the  three  States  will  implement 
and  administer  the  grant  program  and 
the  disbursement  of  grant  funds  for 
certain  airport  projects.  It  is  possible 
that  overall  paperwork  burdens  may  be 
reduced  in  comparison  to  the  paperwork 
burden  associated  with  airport 
development  projects  administered  by 
the  FAA.  However,  any  reduction  in 
paperwork  burden  ia  wholly  dependent 
on  the  efficiency  of  the  me&od  by  which 
the  States  implement  and  administer  the 
blodx  grant  program.  Certainly,  the  FAA 
expects  no  increase  in  paperwork 
burdens  since  the  FAA  and  the  States 
will  be  using  a  similar  mechanism  to 
that  which  is  currently  used  for  airport 
development  projects.  In  accordance 
with  the  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of 
1980  (Pub.  L  96-511).  the  FAA  received 
approval  of  the  reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements  for  the 
airport  grants  pro^m  on  April  15, 1988 
jControT  No.  2120-0065].  The  State  block 
grant  pilot  program  will  not  require 
amendment  of  Control  No.  n20-0065. 

Federalism  ImpBcatioas 

The  final  rule  contained  herein  would 
directly  affect  the  States,  would  affect 
the  relatioruhip  between  the  national 
government  and  the  States,  and  would 
affect  the  distribution  of  power  and 
responsibilities  among  the  various  levels 
of  government.  Pursuant  to 
Congressional  legislation,  the  three 
States  selected  by  the  Administrator 
would  assume  administrative 
responsibility  for  ab  a>n>ort  funding  for 
nonprimary  airports  swarded  under  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of 
1882.  Traditionally.  Congress  has  vested 
administrative  responsibility  for 
Federally-funded  airport  development  in 
the  A^inistrator,  ae  delegated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Trarsnortation.  The  three 
States  selected  for  participsMon  in  th* 
State  block  grant  pilot  prog,  sm  will 
have  maximum  aominiatrative 


discretion  to  use  monies  awarded  under 
this  program,  oonaiatent  with  the 
legislative  requirement  to  comply  with 
applicable  Fe^ral  procedure]  and  other 
standard  requirements  for  administering 
eligible  projects  at  eli^ble  airports.  The 
Congressional  legislation  that  creates 
the  State  block  grant  program  specifies 
a  termination  date  of  September  SO.  1991 
and  specifies  criteria  to  be  used  by  the 
Administrator  in  the  selection  of  the 
three  participating  States.  For  these 
reasons,  and  the  fact  that  participation 
by  any  State  ia  not  mandatory,  the  FAA 
believes  that  the  participating  Stales 
will  have  the  ability  to  fulfill  the 
purposes  of  the  program  without 
adverse  effects  on  other  State 
governmental  functions.  Thus,  in 
accordance  tvith  Executive  Order  12612. 
1  certify  that  the  regulations  contained  in 
this  final  rule  have  been  assessed  in 
light  of.  and  are  consistent  with,  the 
principles,  criteria,  and  requirements  of 
that  Executive  Order.  However,  the 
FAA  does  not  believe  that  further 
analysis  of  the  Federalitm  implications, 
and  preparation  of  a  Federalism 
*  Assessment,  is  warranted  because  the 
Kgulations  implement  an  express 
Congressional  mandate  to  initiate  the 
limited  State  block  grant  pilot  program 

Cooclusion 

Because  the  revisions  contained  in 
this  final  rule  are  expected  to  have 
minimal  economic  impect  the  FAA  has 
determined  that  the  final  rule  is  not  a 
major  regulation  under  Executive  Order 
12291.  Also,  this  regulation  ia  not 
considered  to  be  significant  under  the 
DOT  Regulatory  Pobciea  and 
Procedures.  Since  the  cost  of  complying 
svith  these  rulea  is  minimal.  1  certify, 
under  the  criteria  of  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  of  198a  that  these  rules 
will  not  have  a  significant  economic 
impact  positive  or  negative,  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities. 

list  of  Subjecto  in  14  CFR  Part  156 

Airporla,  Airport  funding.  Airport 
improvement  Airport  development 
Block  grants.  Grant  programs 
transportation. 

Ilia  Amandmenr 

Accordingly,  the  federal  Aviation 
Administration  ameiids  the  Federal 
Aviation  Regulations  by  adding  a  new 
Part  156  (14  CFR  Part  156],  effectivt 
November  21. 1988.  to  read  aa  follows: 

PART  ISe-STATE  BLOCK  GRANT 
PILOT  PROGRAM 

Stc 

ise.1  Applicability. 

1  M.2  tellers  of  inlerest 


Appendix  4 


ASSURANCES 

Airport  Sponsors 


A.  Gtncral. 

1.  These  assurances  shall  be  complied  with  in  the  pedormance  of  grant  agreements  for  airport 
development,  airport  planning,  and  noise  compatibiirty  program  grants  to  airport  sponsors. 

2.  These  assurances  are  required  to  be  submitted  as  part  of  the  project  application  by  sponsors  requesting 
funds  under  the  provisions  of  the  Airport  and  Aineay  Improvement  Act  of  1962,  as  amended  by  the 
Ai'poh  and  Airway  Safety  and  Capacity  Expansion  Act  of  1967.  or  the  Aviation  Safety  and  Noise 
Abatement  Act  of  1979  As  used  herein,  the  term  "public  agency  sponsor"  means  a  public  agency  with 
contipi  of  a  Public-use  airport,  the  term  "private  sponsor"  means  a  private  owner  o1  a  pubhc-use  airport, 
and  the  term  "sponsor"  includes  public  agency  sponsors  and  private  sponsors 

3.  Upon  acceptance  of  the  grant  offer  by  the  sponsor,  these  assurances  are  incorporated  in  and  become 
part  of  the  graht  agreement 

B  Duration  and  Applicability. 

1.  Airport  Development  or  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Projects  Undertaken  by  a  Public  Agency 
Sponsor.  The  terms,  conditions  and  assurances  of  the  grant  agreement  shall  remain  m  full  force  ano 
eriect  throughout  the  useful  life  of  the  facilities  developed  or  equipment  acquired  for  an  airport 
development  or  noise  compatibility  program  project.  Of  throughout  the  useful  life  of  the  project  rtems 
insta"ed  within  a  facility  under  a  noise  compatibility  program  project,  but  in  any  event  not  to  exceed 
twen'y  (20)  yea's  from  the  dale  of  acceptance  of  a  grant  offer  of  Federal  funds  tor  the  project  However, 
the'e  Shall  be  no  limit  on  the  duration  of  the  assurance  against  exclusive  rights  or  the  terms,  conditions, 
and  assurances  with  respect  to  real  property  acquired  with  Federal  funds  Furthermore,  the  duration  ol 
the  Civil  Rights  assurance  shall  be  as  specified  in  the  assurance 

2.  Airport  Development  or  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Projects  Undartakan  by  a  Private 

Sponsor.  The  preceding  paragraph  1  also  applies  to  a  private  sponsor  except  that  the  useful  life  of 
protect  Items  installed  within  a  facility  or  the  useful  life  of  facilities  developed  or  aquipmeni  acquired 
under  an  airport  development  or  noise  compatibility  program  project  shall  be  no  less  than  10  years  from 
the  date  o*  the  acceptance  of  Federal  aid  for  the  project. 

3.  Airport  Planning  Undertaken  by  a  Sponsor.  Unless  otherwise  specified  in  the  grant  agreement  only 
Assurances  1.  2.  3,  5.  6,  13.  18,  30,  32,  33,  and  34  in  Section  C  apply  to  planning  projects  The  terms, 
conditions,  and  assurances  of  the  grant  agreement  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  eftect  during  the  life  of 
the  project 

C.  Sponsor  Certification.  The  sponsor  hereby  assures  and  carbfies.  with  respect  to  this  grant  that 

1.  General  Federal  Requirementa.  It  will  comply  with  all  applicable  Federal  laws,  regulations,  executive 
orders,  policies,  guidelines  and  requirements  as  they  relate  to  the  application,  acceptance  and  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  this  project  including  but  not  limited  to  the  following: 

Federal  Leglalatlon 

a.  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  -  49  U.S.C.  1301.  ei  aaq. 
b  Davis-Bacon  Act  -  40  U  S.C.  276(a).  at  seq.  ' 
c.  Federal  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  -  29  U.S.C.  201,  at  seq. 
d  Hatch  Act  -  5  U.S.C.  1501.  et  seq.  • 

e  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisitioo  Pokcies  Act  of  1970  -  42  U.S  C 
4601,  et  aeq. '  * 

t.  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  -  Section  106  -  16  U.S.C.  470(f).  • 

g  Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1974  -  16  U.S.C.  469  through  469c  ' 

h.  Flood  Disaster  Protection  Act  of  1973  -  Section  102(a)  -  42  U.S.C.40l2a.  ’ 

I  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973  -  29  U.S.C.  794. 

j.  Civil  Rightt  Act  of  1964  -  Tilla  VI  -  42  U.S.C.  2000d  through  d-4. 

k.  Aviation  Safety  and  Noise  Abatement  Acl  of  1979, 49  U.S.C.  2101 .  et  eeq. 

l.  Age  Discrimination  Acl  of  1975  -  42  U.S.C.  6101,  el  aeq. 
in.  Architectural  Barriers  Act  0l  1968  -  42  U.S.C.4151,  at  seq. ' 

a  Airt»r1  and  Aineay  fmprovamenl  Acf  of  1962,  as  amended  49  u  s  e.  2201,  el  aeq. 

0  Powerplant  and  Industrial  Fuel  Use  Act  of  1978  -  Section  403  -  2  U.S.C.  8373.  * 
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p  Contract  Work  Hours  and  Safety  Standards  Act  -  40  U  S  C  327.  et  seq  ' 
q  Copeland  Antikickback  Act  -  16  U.S.C.  674.  ‘ 
r  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  -  42  USC  4321.  et  seq  ' 
s.  Endangered  Species  Act  -  16  U.S.C.  666(a).  et  ceq  ' 

t  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  -  31  U.S.C.  7601.  et  teq  ’ 

Executive  Orders 

Enecutive  Order  12372  —  Intergovernmental  Reviewr  o1  Federal  Programs 

Enecutive  Order  11246  —  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  ' 

Federal  Regulations 

a  49  CFF)  Pan  16  -  Uniform  Admimstralive  Requirements  for  Grants  and  Cooperative 
Agreements  to  State  and  Local  Governments  * 

b  49  CFR  Pan  21  -  Nondiscrimination  in  Federally-Assisted  Programs  of  the  Depanment  of 
Transponation  -  Effectuation  of  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 
c  49  CFR  Pan  23  -  Panicipation  by  Minority  Business  Enterprise  in  Depanment  of  Transportation 
Programs 

d  49  CFR  Pan  24  -  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Regulation  for 
Federal  and  Federally  Assisted  Programs  '  ^ 

e  49  C^H  Pan  27  -  Non-Discnminalion  on  the  Basis  of  Handicap  m  Programs  and  Activities 
Receiving  or  Benefiting  from  Federal  Financial  Assistance  ’ 
f  49  CFR  Pan  29  -  Debarments.  Suspensions,  and  Voluntary  Exclusions 

g  49  CFR  Pan  30  -  Denial  of  Public  Works  Contracts  to  Suppliers  of  Goods  and  Services  of 

Countries  That  Deny  Procurement  Market  Access  to  U.S.  Contractors 
h  29  CFR  Pan  1  -  Procedures  for  Predetermination  of  Wage  Rates  ' 

29  CFR  Pan  3  -  Contractors  or  Subcontractors  on  Public  Buildings  or  Public  Works  Financed  m 
Whole  or  Pan  by  Loans  or  Grants  from  U.S.  ’ 

I  29  CFR  Pan  5  -  Labor  Standards  Provisions  Applicable  to  Contracts  Covering  Federally 
Financed  and  Assisted  Construction.  ' 

k  41  CFR  Pan  60  -  Office  of  Federal  Contract  Compliance  Programs.  Equal  Employmeni 
Opponunity,  Depanment  of  Labor  (Federal  and  Federally-assisted  Contracting 
Requirements).  ' 

I  14  CFR  Pan  150  -  Airport  Noise  Ckimpatibiiify  Planning 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget  CIrctriars 

a  A-67  -  Cost  Principles  Applicable  to  Grants  and  Contracts  with  State  and  Local 
Governments  ’ 

b  A- 126  -  Audits  of  State  and  Local  Governments  ’ 

'  These  laws  do  not  apply  to  airport  planning  sponsors 
^  These  laws  do  not  apply  to  private  sponsors 

’  49  CFR  Part  18  and  0MB  Circular  A-87  contain  requirements  tor  State  and  local 
governments  receiving  Federal  assistance  Any  requirement  levied  upon  State  and  local 
governments  by  this  Regulation  and  Circular  shall  also  be  applicable  to  private  sponsors 
receiving  Federal  assistance  under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1962.  as 
amended 

Specific  assurances  required  lo  be  included  in  grant  agreements  by  any  of  the  above  laws,  regulations  or 

circulars  are  incorporated  by  reference  m  the  grant  agreement 

2.  Responsibility  and  Authority  of  the  Sponsor. 

a  Public  Agency  Sponsor;  It  has  legal  authority  to  apply  lor  the  grant,  and  to  finance  and  carry 
out  the  proposed  project,  that  a  resolution,  motion  or  similar  action  has  been  duly  adopted  or 
passed  as  an  official  act  of  the  applicant's  governing  body  authorizing  the  filing  of  fhe 
application,  including  all  understandings  and  assurances  contained  therein,  and  directing  and 
authorizing  the  person  identified  as  the  official  representafivc  of  the  applicant  to  act  in 
connection  with  the  application  and  to  provide  such  additional  information  as  may  be  required 

b  Private  Sponsor  If  has  legal  authority  to  apply  for  the  grant  and  to  finance  and  carry  out  the 
proposed  project  and  comply  with  all  terms,  conditions,  and  assurances  of  this  grant 
agreement  II  shall  designate  an  official  representative  and  shall  in  writing  direct  and  authorize 
that  person  to  file  this  application.  sKluding  all  understandings  and  assurances  contained 
therein;  to  act  in  connection  with  the  application,  and  to  provide  such  additional  mfoimaiion  as 
may  be  required 
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3.  Sponsor  Fund  Avsilabillty.  It  has  sirHicient  funds  available  tor  that  portion  of  the  prc^ecf  costs  which 
are  not  to  be  paid  by  the  United  States  It  has  sufficient  funds  available  to  assure  operation  and 
maintenance  of  items  funded  under  the  QrarTt  agreement  which  H  will  own  or  control. 

4.  Good  Title. 

a  It  holds  good  title,  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  to  Vw  landing  area  of  the  airport  or  site 
thereof  or  will  give  assurance  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that  good  title  will  be  acquired 

a  For  noise  compatibility  program  projects  to  be  carried  out  oir  the  property  ol  the  aporrsor.  it 
holds  good  title  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to  that  portion  of  the  property  upon  which  Federal 
funds  will  be  expended  or  will  give  assurarue  to  the  Secretary  that  good  title  will  be  obtained 

5.  Preserving  Rights  and  Powers. 

a  It  will  not  take  or  permit  any  action  which  would  operate  to  deprive  it  of  arty  of  the  rights  and 
powers  necessary  to  perform  any  or  ail  of  the  terms,  cortditions.  and  assurances  m  the  grant 
agreement  without  the  written  approval  of  fhe  Secretary,  and  will  act  promptly  to  acquire, 
extinguish  or  modify  any  outstanding  rights  or  claims  of  right  of  others  which  would  mterfere 
with  such  performance  by  the  sponsor  This  shatl  be  done  m  a  manner  acceptable  to  the 
Secretary 

b  It  wiM  not  sell,  lease  encumber  or  otherwise  transfer  or  dispose  of  any  part  of  its  title  or  other 
interests  m  the  property  shown  on  Exhibit  A  to  this  application  or.  for  a  noise  compatibility 
program  protect  that  portion  of  the  property  upon  which  Federal  funds  have  been  expended, 
tor  the  duration  of  the  terms,  conditions,  arid  assurances  m  the  grant  agreement  without 
approval  by  the  Secretary  If  the  transferee  is  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be  eligible  under  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1962  to  assume  tne  obligations  of  the  grant  agreement 
and  to  have  the  power,  authority,  and  firtancisl  resources  to  carry  out  all  such  obligations,  the 
sponsor  shall  insert  m  the  contract  or  document  transferring  or  disposing  of  the  sponsor's 
interest  and  make  binding  upon  the  transferee,  all  of  the  terms,  conditions  and  assurances 
contained  m  this  grant  agreement 

c  For  an  noise  compatibility  program  projects  which  are  to  be  carried  out  by  another  unit  of  local 
government  or  are  on  property  owned  by  a  unit  of  local  government  other  than  the  sponsor,  it 
will  enter  into  an  agreement  with  that  goverrvnent.  Except  as  otheiwisc  specdted  by  the 
Secretary,  that  agreement  shall  obiigate  that  govemnient  to  the  same  terms,  conditions,  and 
assurances  that  would  be  applicable  to  it  if  it  applied  directly  to  the  FAA  for  a  grant  to 
undertake  the  noise  compatibility  program  project  That  agreement  and  changes  thereto  must 
be  satisfactory  to  the  Seaetary  It  will  take  steps  to  enforce  this  agreement  against  the  local 
government  if  there  is  substantial  non-compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement 

0  For  noise  compatibility  program  protects  to  be  earned  out  on  privately  owned  property,  it  will 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  owner  of  that  property  which  icKludes  provisions  specified  by 
the  Secretary  it  will  take  steps  to  enforce  this  agreement  against  the  property  owner  whenever 
there  IS  substantial  non-compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement 

e  If  the  sponsor  is  a  private  sponsor,  it  will  take  steps  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  to  ensure  that 
the  airport  will  continue  to  function  as  a  public-usc  airport  in  accordance  with  these  assurances 
for  the  duration  of  these  assurances 

I  If  an  arrangement  a  made  for  management  and  operation  of  the  airport  by  any  agency  or 
person  other  than  the  sponsor  or  an  employee  of  the  sponsor,  the  sponsor  will  reserve 
sufficiant  rights  and  authority  to  inaure  that  the  airport  wiU  be  operated  and  mamtainad  in 
accordance  with  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1962,  the  regulations  and  the 
terms,  conditions  and  assurances  in  the  grant  agreement  and  shall  insure  that  such 
arrangement  also  requires  comoiiance  therewith. 

6.  Consistency  with  Local  Riana.  The  jsroject  is  reasonably  consistent  with  plans  (existing  at  the  tima  of 
submission  of  this  application)  of  public  agencies  that  are  authorized  by  the  Slate  in  which  the  protect  is 
located  to  plan  for  the  developmeni  of  the  area  surrounding  the  airporl  For  noise  compatibility  program 
projects,  other  than  land  acquisition,  to  be  carried  out  on  property  noi  owned  by  the  airport  and  over 
whch  property  another  public  agency  has  land  use  control  or  authority,  the  sponsor  shall  obtain  from 
each  such  agency  a  written  declaration  that  such  agency  supports  that  project  and  the  project  is 
reasonably  consistent  with  the  agency's  plans  regarding  the  property 

7.  ConaMeratlon  of  Local  Interest.  It  has  given  fair  considoration  to  the  interest  of  communities  in  or  near 
wtveh  the  project  may  be  located 
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•  Consuttation  with  Uaart.  In  making  a  decision  to  undertake  any  airport  development  protect  under  the 
Airpon  and  Airway  improvement  Act  o<  1962.  it  hat  undertaken  reasonable  consultations  with  attected 
parties  us  ng  tne  airport  at  which  protect  is  proposed 

t.  Public  Hearings,  in  proiects  etvolving  the  location  o(  an  airport,  an  aeport  runway,  or  a  major  runway 
extension,  it  has  attorded  the  opportunity  lor  public  hesnngt  for  the  purpose  of  considenng  the 
economic  social,  and  environmental  etfects  of  the  airport  or  runway  location  and  its  consistency  with 
goals  and  objectives  of  such  planning  as  has  been  earned  out  by  the  comrnunity  It  shall,  when 
requested  by  the  Secretary,  submit  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  Such  heanngs  to  the  Secretary 

to  Air  and  Water  Quality  Standards,  in  protects  involving  airpon  location,  a  maior  runway  extons  on.  or 
runiAa,  location  it  will  provide  for  the  Governor  of  the  state  m  which  the  project  m  located  to  ceitify  m 
writing  to  the  Secretary  that  the  protect  will  be  located,  desigited.  cortstructed.  and  operateo  so  as  to 
comply  with  applicable  air  and  water  quality  standards  In  any  case  where  such  standards  have  not  been 
approved  and  where  applicable  air  and  water  quality  standards  have  been  promulgated  by  the 
Administrator  Of  the  Environntental  Protection  Agency,  certification  shall  be  obtairted  from  such 
Adrnimstrator  Notice  o<  cenificstion  or  refusal  to  cenify  shall  be  provided  withm  sixty  days  after  the 
project  application  has  been  received  by  the  Secretary 

11.  Local  Approval.  In  protects  involvirtg  the  construction  or  extension  ol  any  runway  at  any  gerterai  aviation 
airport  located  astride  a  line  separating  two  counties  within  a  single  state,  it  has  received  approval  for  the 
P'Oiect  from  the  governing  body  0*  all  villages  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  that  state  which  are  located 
entirely  within  five  miles  Of  the  nearest  boundary  of  the  airport. 

12  Terminal  Development  Prerequisites.  For  projects  which  include  terminal  development  at  a  public 
airport  It  has  on  the  date  of  submittal  of  the  project  grant  application,  all  the  safety  equipment  required 
to-  certification  of  such  airport  under  section  612  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1956  and  all  the  security 
equipment  required  by  rule  or  regulation,  and  has  provided  for  access  to  the  passenger  enplaning  and 
depian-ng  area  of  such  sirpnrt  to  passengers  enplaning  or  deplaning  area  of  such  airpon  to  passengers 
e-.c.B'  ng  O'  dep'.aning  from  aircraft  Other  than  air  carnet  aircraft 

13.  Accounting  System,  Audit,  and  Recordkeeping  Requfrements. 

a  It  shall  keep  all  project  accounts  and  records  which  fully  disclose  the  amount  and  disposition 
by  the  recipient  of  the  proceeds  of  the  grant,  the  total  cost  of  the  project  in  correction  with 
which  the  grant  is  given  or  used,  and  the  amount  and  nature  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the 
protect  supplied  by  other  sources,  and  such  other  Cnandal  records  petlment  to  the  protect  The 
accounts  and  records  shall  be  kept  in  accordance  with  an  accounting  system  that  will  facilitate 
an  effective  audit  in  accordance  with  the  Smgie  Audit  Act  of  1964 

b  It  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  of  their  duly  authorded  representatives,  for  the  purpose  of  audn  and  examination,  any 
books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  of  the  recipient  that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant  The 
Secretary  may  require  that  an  appropriate  audit  be  conducted  by  a  recipient.  In  any  case  in 
which  an  independent  audit  is  ntadc  of  the  accounts  of  a  sponsor  relatirtg  to  the  deposition  of 
the  proceeds  of  a  grant  or  relating  to  the  project  in  connection  with  vrhich  the  grant  was  given 
or  used.  It  shall  file  a  certified  copy  of  such  audit  with  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  not  later  than  6  months  following  the  dose  Of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  audit  was 
made 

14.  Minimum  Wage  Rates,  ft  shall  include,  m  all  contracts  in  excess  ol  S2.000  for  work  on  any  protects 
funded  under  the  giant  agreement  which  involve  labor,  provisions  establishing  minimum  rales  of  wages, 
to  be  predetermined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  In  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  as  amended 
(40  U  S  C  276a— 276a-5).  which  contractors  shall  pay  to  skilled  and  unskHled  labor,  and  such  mmimum 
rates  shall  be  stated  in  the  invitation  for  bids  and  shall  be  included  In  proposals  or  bids  for  the  work 

15.  Veteran's  Preference.  It  shall  include,  in  all  contracts  for  work  on  any  projects  funded  under  the  grant 
sgreement  which  involve  labor,  such  provisions  as  are  necessary  to  insure  that,  in  the  employment  of 
labor  (except  in  executive,  administrative,  and  supervisory  positions),  preference  shall  be  given  lo 
veterans  of  the  Vietnam  era  and  disabled  veterans  as  defined  in  Section  515(c)(1)  and  (2)  of  the  Avpon 
and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982  However,  this  preference  shall  apply  only  where  the  individuals  are 
available  and  qualified  to  perform  the  work  to  which  the  employment  relates 
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16.  Conformity  to  Plans  and  Specifications.  It  will  execute  the  project  subject  to  plans,  specifications,  and 
sC’edu'es  aoD'oved  by  the  Secretary  Such  plans,  specifications,  and  schedules  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Secreta'y  p.iot  to  commencement  of  site  preparation,  construction,  or  other  performance  under  this 
grant  agreement  and.  upon  approval  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  incorporated  into  this  grant  agreement 
Any  modiiications  tc  the  approved  plans,  specifications,  and  schedules  shall  also  be  subject  to  approval 
by  the  Secretary  and  incorporation  into  the  grant  agreement. 

17.  Construction  Inspection  and  Approval.  It  will  provide  and  maintain  competent  technical  supervision  at 
the  consli.ctior  s'e  inrougiioul  the  project  to  assure  that  the  work  conforms  with  the  plans, 
speci'icatior’s.  and  schedules  approved  by  the  Secretary  tor  the  project.  It  shall  subject  the  construction 
wo'k  on  any  project  contained  in  an  approved  project  application  to  inspection  and  approval  by  the 
Secreiar,  and  such  work  shall  be  in  accordance  with  regulations  and  procedures  prescribed  by  the 
Secreta'y  Such  regulations  and  procedures  shall  require  such  cost  and  progress  reporting  by  the 
sponsor  or  sponsors  Of  such  project  as  the  Secretary  shall  deem  necessary 

18.  Planning  Projects.  In  carrying  out  planning  projects 

a  It  Will  execute  the  projec:  i'  acco'dance  with  the  approved  program  narrative  contained  m  the 
project  applicatioh  or  with  modifications  similarly  approved 

t  It  will  lumish  the  Secretary  with  such  periodic  reports  as  required  pertaining  to  the  planning 
prpjec;  ana  planning  work  activities 

c  I’  Will  include  m  aH  published  material  prepared  m  connection  with  the  planning  project  a  notice 
ti-a*  the  matena'  was  p'epared  under  a  grant  provided  by  the  United  States 

0  It  will  ma«.e  such  material  available  for  examination  by  the  public,  and  agrees  that  no  material 
prepared  with  funds  under  this  project  shall  be  suhjeci  to  copyright  in  the  United  States  or  any 
other  COUht'y 

e  It  wii  give  the  Secretary  unrestricted  authority  to  publish,  disclose,  distribute,  and  otherwise  use 
any  of  the  matena'  prepared  m  connection  with  this  grant 

I  It  Will  grant  the  Secretary  the  right  to  disapprove  the  Sponsor's  employment  of  sjjecific 

consultants  and  their  subcontractors  to  do  alt  or  any  pan  of  this  project  as  well  as  the  right  to 
disapprove  the  proposed  scope  and  cost  of  professional  services 

g  It  will  grant  the  Secretary  the  right  to  disapprove  the  use  of  the  sjxinsor's  employees  to  do  all 
or  any  pan  of  the  project. 

h  It  understands  and  agrees  that  the  Secretary's  approval  of  this  project  grant  or  the  Secretary's 
acp'cxa'  of  any  planning  ma'.enai  developed  as  pan  of  this  grant  does  not  constitute  or  imply 
any  assurance  or  commitment  on  the  pan  of  the  Secretary  to  approve  any  pending  or  future 
application  for  8  Federal  airport  grant 

19.  Operation  and  Maintenance. 

a  It  will  suitably  operate  and  maintain  the  airport  and  alt  facilities  thereon  or  connected  therewith, 
with  due  regard  to  climatic  and  flood  conditions  Any  proposal  to  temporanly  close  the  airport 
for  nonaeronautical  purposes  must  first  be  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  airport  and  an 
facilities  which  are  necessary  to  serve  the  aeronautical  users  of  the  airport,  other  than  facilities 
owned  or  controlled  by  the  United  States,  shall  be  operated  at  all  times  in  a  safe  and 
serviceable  condition  and  in  accordance  with  the  minimum  standards  as  may  be  required  or 
prescribed  by  applicable  Federal,  state  and  focal  agencies  for  maintenance  and  operation  it 
will  not  cause  or  permit  any  activity  or  action  thereon  which  would  interfere  with  its  use  for 
airport  purposes 

In  furtherance  of  this  assurance,  the  sponsor  will  have  in  effect  r  all  times  arrangements  for— 
(t)  Operating  the  airport's  aeronautical  facilities  whenevei  required, 

(2)  Promptly  marking  and  lighting  hazards  resulting  from  airport  conditions,  including 
temporary  conditions,  and 

(3)  Promptly  notifying  airmen  of  any  condition  atfecling  aeronautical  use  of  the  airport 

tslofhing  contained  herein  shall  be  construed  to  require  that  the  airport  be  operated  tor 
aeronautical  use  during  temporary  periods  when  snow  flood  or  other  climatic  conditions 
interfere  with  such  operation  and  maintenance  Further,  nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as 
requiring  the  maintenance,  repair,  restoration,  or  replacement  of  any  structure  or  facility  which 
IS  substantially  damaged  or  destroyed  due  to  an  act  of  God  or  other  condition  or  circumstance 
beyond  the  control  of  the  sponsor 


Airport  Aisuranct*n0-68i 


Page  5  of  10 


PP-A-1 


b  It  will  Suitable  operate  and  maintain  r^Mse  compatibility  program  items  that  it  owns  or  controls 
upon  which  Federal  funds  have  been  expended. 

20.  Hazard  Removal  and  Mitigation.  It  will  take  appropriate  action  to  assure  that  such  terminal  airspace  as 
is  required  to  protect  instrument  and  visual  operations  to  the  airport  (including  established  minimum  flight 
altitudes)  will  be  adequately  cleared  and  protected  by  removing,  lowering,  relocating,  marking,  or  lighting 
or  othenwise  mitigating  existing  airport  hazards  and  by  preventing  the  establishment  or  creation  of  future 
airport  hazards 

21.  Compatible  Land  Use.  It  will  take  appropriate  action.  irKludmg  the  adoption  of  zoning  laws,  to  the 
extent  reasonable  to  restrict  the  use  of  land  adjacent  to  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  airport  to 
activities  and  purposes  compatible  with  normal  airport  operations,  including  landing  and  takeoff  of 
a  'C'cft  tn  addition,  it  the  project  is  for  noise  compatibility  program  implementation,  it  will  not  cause  or 
permit  any  change  ih  land  use.  within  its  jurisdiction,  that  will  reduce  the  compatibility,  xvith  respect  to  the 
airport  of  the  noise  compatibility  program  measures  upon  which  Federal  funds  have  been  expended 

22.  Economic  Nondiscrimirtation. 

a  It  will  make  its  airport  available  as  an  airport  for  public  use  on  fair  and  reasonable  terms  and 
without  unjust  discrimination,  to  all  types,  kinds,  and  classes  of  aeronautical  uses 

b  In  any  agreement,  contract  lease  or  other  arrangement  under  which  a  right  or  privilege  at  the 
airport  IS  g'anted  to  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  to  conduct  or  engage  in  any  aeronautical 
activity  fo'  furnishing  services  to  the  public  at  the  airport,  the  sponsor  will  insert  and  enforce 
prov'Sions  requiring  the  contractor  to  — 

(1 )  furnish  said  services  on  a  fair,  equal,  and  not  unjustly  discnminatory  basis  to  all  users 
thereof  and 

(2)  charge  fair,  reasonable,  and  not  unjustly  discriminatory  prices  for  each  unit  or  service, 
provided,  that  the  contractor  may  be  allowed  to  rnake  reasonable  and  norrdiscnminatory 
discounts  rebates  or  other  similar  types  of  price  reductions  to  volume  purchasers 

c  Each  fixed-based  operator  at  any  airjjon  owned  by  the  sponsor  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
rates,  fees,  rentals,  and  other  charges  as  are  uniformly  applicable  to  all  other  fixed-based 
operators  making  the  same  or  similar  uses  of  such  airport  and  utilizing  the  same  or  similar 
facilities 

d  Each  air  carrier  using  such  airport  shall  have  the  right  to  service  itself  or  to  use  any  fixed- 
based  operator  that  is  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  airport  to  serve  any  air  earner  at  such 
airport 

e  Each  air  earner  using  such  airport  (whether  as  a  tenant,  nontenant,  or  subtenant  of  another  air 
earner  tenant)  shall  be  subject  to  such  nondiscriminatory  and  substantially  comparable  rules, 
regulations,  conditions,  rates,  fees  rentals  and  other  charges  with  respect  to  facilities  directly 
and  substantially  related  to  providing  air  transportation  as  are  applicable  to  all  such  air  earners 
which  make  similar  use  of  such  airport  and  which  utilize  similar  facilities,  subject  to  reasonable 
classifications  such  as  tenants  or  nontenants  and  signatory  carriers  and  nonsignatory  earners 
Classification  or  status  as  tenant  or  signatory  shall  not  be  unreasonably  withheld  by  any  airport 
provided  an  air  earner  assumes  obligations  substantially  similar  to  those  already  imposed  on  air 
carriers  in  such  classifications  or  status 

f  It  will  nol  exercise  or  grant  any  right  or  privilege  which  operates  to  prevent  any  person  firm,  or 
corporation  operating  aircraft  on  the  airport  from  performing  any  services  on  its  own  aircraft 
with  Its  own  employees  (including,  bul  not  limited  to  maintenance,  repair,  and  fueling)  that  it 
may  choose  to  perform 

g  In  the  event  the  sponsor  itselt  exercises  any  of  the  rights  and  privileges  referred  to  in  this 

assurance,  the  services  involved  will  be  provided  on  the  same  conditions  as  would  apply  to  the 
furnishing  of  such  services  by  contractors  or  concessionaires  of  the  sponsor  under  these 
provisions 

h.  The  sponsor  may  establish  such  fair,  equal,  and  not  unjustly  discriminatory  conditions  to  be  met 
by  all  users  of  the  airport  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  safe  and  efficient  operation  of  the 
airport 

I  The  sponsor  may  prohibit  or  limit  any  given  type,  kind  or  class  of  aeronautical  use  of  the 
airport  it  such  action  is  necessary  for  the  safe  operation  of  the  airport  or  necessary  to  serve 
the  civil  aviation  needs  of  the  public 
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23.  Exclusive  Rights,  it  will  permit  no  exclusive  right  tor  the  use  ot  the  airport  by  any  persons  providing,  or 
intending  to  provide,  aeronautical  services  to  the  public  For  purp>oses  ot  this  paragraph,  the  providing  of 
services  at  an  airport  by  a  single  tixed-based  operator  shall  not  be  construed  as  an  exclusive  right  if  both 
ot  the  following  apply. 

a  It  would  be  unreasonably  costly,  burdensome,  or  impractical  for  more  than  one  fixed-based 
operator  to  provide  such  services,  and 

b  If  allowing  more  than  one  fixed-based  operator  to  provide  such  services  would  require  the 
reduction  of  space  leased  pursuant  to  an  existing  agreement  between  such  single  fixed-based 
operator  and  such  airport. 

It  further  agrees  that  it  will  not.  either  directly  or  indirectly,  grant  or  permit  any  person,  firm  or  corporation 
the  exclusive  nght  at  the  airport,  or  at  any  other  airport  now  owned  or  controlled  by  it,  to  conduct  any 
aeronautical  activities,  including,  but  not  limited  to  charter  flights,  pilot  training,  aircraft  rental  and 
-  -sightseeing,  aerial  photography,  crop  dusting,  aerial  advertising  and  surveying,  air  carrier  operations, 
airc'a't  sales  and  services,  sale  ot  aviation  petroleum  products  whether  or  not  conducted  in  conjunction 
w  fh  other  aeronautical  activity,  repair  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  sale  of  aircraft  parts,  and  any  other 
activities  which  because  of  their  direct  relationship  to  the  operation  ot  aircraft  can  be  regarded  as  an 
aeronautical  activity,  and  that  it  will  terminate  any  exclusive  right  to  conduct  an  aeronautical  activity  nov/ 
existing  at  such  an  airport  before  the  grant  of  any  assistance  under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement 
Act  of  t982 

24.  Fee  and  Rental  Structure.  It  will  maintain  a  fee  and  rental  structure  consistent  with  Assurance  22  and 
23  for  the  facilities  and  services  being  provided  the  airport  users  which  will  make  the  airport  as  seil- 
sustammg  as  possible  under  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  particular  airport,  taking  into  account  such 
factors  as  the  volume  of  traffic  and  economy  of  collection.  No  part  of  the  Federal  share  of  an  airport 
development,  airport  planning  or  noise  compatibility  project  for  which  a  grant  is  made  under  the  Airport 
and  Airway  Improvement  Act  Of  1982.  the  Federal  Airport  Act  or  the  Airport  and  Airway  Development  Act 
of  1970  shall  be  included  in  the  rate  base  in  establishing  fees,  rates,  and  charges  for  users  of  that 
airport 

25.  Airport  Revenue.  If  the  airport  is  under  the  control  of  a  public  agency,  all  revenues  generated  by  the 
airport  and  any  local  taxes  on  aviation  fuel  established  after  December  30. 1987,  will  be  expended  by  it 
for  the  capital  or  operating  costs  of  the  airport:  the  local  airport  system;  or  other  local  facilities  which  are 
owned  or  operated  by  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  airport  and  directly  and  substantially  related  to  the 
actual  air  transportation  of  passengers  or  property;  or  for  noise  mitigation  purposes  on  or  oft  the  airport 
Provided,  however,  that  if  covenants  or  assurances  in  debt  obligations  issued  before  September  3.  1982. 
by  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  airport,  or  provisions  enacted  before  September  3, 1982,  in  governing 
statutes  controlling  the  owner  or  operator's  financing,  provide  for  the  use  of  the  revenues  from  any  of  the 
airport  owner  or  operator's  facilities,  including  the  airport,  to  support  not  only  the  airport  but  also  the 
airport  owner  or  operator's  general  debt  obligations  or  other  facilities,  then  this  limitation  on  the  use  of  all 
revenues  generated  by  the  airport  (and,  in  the  case  of  a  public  airport,  local  taxes  on  aviation  fuel)  shall 
not  apply 

26.  Reports  and  Inspections.  It  will  submit  to  the  Secretary  such  annual  or  special  financial  and  operations 
reports  as  the  Secretary  may  reasonably  request  For  airport  development  projects,  it  will  also  make  the 
airport  and  all  airport  records  and  documents  affecting  the  airport,  including  deeds,  leases,  operation  and 
use  agreements,  regulations  and  other  instruments,  available  for  inspection  by  any  duly  authorized  agent 
of  the  Secretary  upon  reasonable  request  For  noise  compatibility  program  projects,  'it  will  also  make 
records  and  documents  relating  to  the  project  and  continued  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  and 
assurances  of  tho  grant  agreement  including  deeds,  leases,  agreements,  regulations,  and  other 
instruments,  available  for  inspection  by  .any  duly  authorized  agent  ot  the  Secretary  upon  reasonable 
request. 

27.  Use  of  Government  Aircraft  It  will  make  available  all  of  the  facilities  of  the  airport  developed  with 
Federal  financial  assistance  and  all  those  usable  for  landing  and  takeoff  of  aircraft  to  the  United  States 
for  use  by  Government  aircraft  in  common  with  other  aircraft  at  all  times  without  charge,  except,  if  the 
use  by  Government  aircraft  is  substantial,  charge  may  be  made  for  a  reasonable  share,  proportional  to 
such  use.  for  the  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  facilities  used.  Unless  otherwise  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  or  otherwise  agreed  to  by  the  sponsor  and  the  using  agency,  substantial  use  of  an  airport 
by  Government  aircraft  will  be  considered  to  exist  when  operations  of  such  aircraft  are  in  excess  of  those 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary,  would  unduly  interfere  with  use  of  the  landing  areas  by  other 
authorized  aircraft,  or  during  any  calendar  month  that  — 
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a  Five  (5)  or  more  Government  aircraft  are  regularly  based  at  the  airport  or  on  land  adiaceni 
thereto,  or 

b  The  total  number  of  movements  fcounting  each  landing  as  a  movement)  of  Government  aircraft 
IS  300  or  more,  or  the  gross  accumulative  weight  of  Government  aircraft  using  the  airport  (the 
total  movements  of  Government  aircraft  multiplied  by  gross  weights  of  such  aircraft)  is  in 
excess  of  five  million  pounds 

28.  Land  for  Federal  Facilities.  It  will  furnish  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  use  m  connection 
with  any  air  tratlic  control  or  air  navigation  activities  or  weather-reporting  and  communication  activities 
related  to  an  traffic  control,  any  areas  of  land  or  water,  or  estate  therein,  or  rights  in  buildings  of  the 
sponsor  as  the  Secretary  considers  necessary  or  desirable  for  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
af  Federal  expense  of  space  or  facilities  for  such  purposes  Such  areas  or  any  portion  thereof  will  be 
made  available  as  provided  herein  within  four  months  after  receipt  of  a  written  request  from  the 
Secretary. 

29.  Airport  Layout  Plan. 

a  It  will  keep  up  to  date  at  all  times  an  airport  layout  plan  of  the  airport  showing  (1)  boundaries  ol 
the  airport  and  all  proposed  additions  thereto,  together  with  the  bourtdanes  of  all  offsite  areas 
owned  or  controlled  by  the  sponsor  for  airport  purposes  and  proposed  additions  thereto:  (2)  the 
location  and  nature  of  all  existing  and  proposed  airport  facilities  and  structures  (such  as 
runways  taxiways.  aprons,  terminal  buildings,  hangars  and  roads),  including  all  proposed 
extensions  and  reductions  ol  existing  airport  facilities;  and  (3)  the  location  of  all  existing  and 
proposed  nonaviation  areas  and  of  all  existing  improvements  thereon.  Such  airport  layout  plan 
and  each  amendment,  revision,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  which  approval  shall  be  evidenced  by  the  signature  of  a  duly  authorized 
representative  of  the  Secretary  on  the  face  of  the  airport  layout  plan.  The  sponsor  will  not 
make  or  permit  any  changes  or  alterations  in  the  airport  or  in  any  of  its  facilities  which  are  not 
m  confo'mity  with  the  airport  layout  plan  as  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  which  might,  in  the 
opinion  ol  the  Secretary,  adversely  affect  the  safety,  utility,  or  efficiency  of  the  airport 

b  If  a  change  or  alteration  in  the  airport  or  its  facilities  is  made  which  the  Secretary  determines 
adversely  affects  the  safety,  utility,  or  efficiency  of  any  federally  owned,  leased,  or  funded 
property  on  or  off  the  airport  and  which  is  not  ;n  conformity  with  the  airport  layout  plan  as 
approved  by  the  Secretary,  the  owner  or  operator  will,  if  requested  by  the  Sectetary  (1) 
eliminate  such  adverse  effect  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  Seaetary:  or  (2)  bear  all  costs  of 
relocating  such  property  (or  replacement  thereof)  to  a  site  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  and  all 
costs  of  restoring  such  property  (or  replacement  thereof)  to  the  level  ol  safety,  utility,  efficiency, 
and  cost  of  operation  existing  before  the  unapproved  change  in  the  airport  or  its  facilities 

30.  Civil  Rights.  It  will  comply  with  such  rules  as  are  promulgated  to  assure  that  no  person  shall,  on  the 
grounds  of  race,  creed  color,  national  origin,  sex,  age.  or  handicap  be  excluded  from  participating  in  any 
activity  conducted  with  or  benefiting  from  funds  received  from  this  grant.  This  assurance  obligates  the 
sponsor  for  the  period  during  which  Federal  financial  assistarKe  is  extended  to  the  program,  except 
where  Federal  financial  assistance  is  to  provide,  or  is  in  the  form  of  personal  property  or  real  property  or 
interest  therein  or  structures  or  improvements  thereon,  in  which  case  the  assurance  obligates  the 
sponsor  or  any  transferee  for  the  longer  of  the  following  periods:  (a)  the  period  dunrtg  which  the  property 
IS  used  for  a  purpose  for  which  Federal  finartcial  assistance  is  extended,  or  lor  another  purpose  involving 
the  provision  of  similar  services  or  benefits  or  (b)  the  period  during  whch  the  sponsor  retains  ownership 
or  possession  of  the  property. 

31.  Disposal  of  Land. 

a  For  land  purchased  under  a  grant  before,  on.  or  after  December  30,  1967.  for  airport  noise 
compatibility  purposes.  It  will  dispose  of  the  land,  when  the  land  is  no  longer  needed  tor  such 
purposes,  at  fair  market  value  at  the  earliest  practicable  time.  That  portion  ol  the  proceeds  of 
such  disposition  which  is  proportionaie  to  the  United  States  share  of  acquisition  of  such  land 
will,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary.  1)  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  for  deposit  in  the  Trust  Fund 
or  2)  be  reinvested  in  an  approved  noise  compatibility  project  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

b.  For  land  purchased  for  airport  purposes  (other  than  noise  compatibility)  under  a  grant  before, 
on,  or  after  December  30. 1987,  it  will,  when  the  larnf  is  no  longer  needed  for  airport  purposes, 
dispose  of  such  land  at  fair  market  value  That  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  such  disposition, 
which  is  proportionate  to  the  United  States  share  of  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  such  land  will  be 
paid  to  the  Secretary  for  deposit  in  the  Trust  Fund. 
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c  Disposition  of  such  land  under  a  and  b  above  will  be  subject  to  the  retention  or  reservation  on 
any  interest  or  right  therein  necessary  to  ensure  that  such  land  will  only  be  used  for  purposes 
which  are  compatible  with  noise  levels  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  airport. 

32.  Engineering  and  Design  Services.  It  will  award  each  contract  or  sub-contract  for  program 
management,  construction  management,  planning  studies,  feasibility  studies,  architectural  services, 
preliminary  engineering,  design,  engineering,  surveying,  mapping,  or  related  services  with  respect  to  the 
project  in  the  same  manner  as  a  contract  for  architectural  and  ertgineering  services  is  rtegotiated  under 
title  IX  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1049  or  an  equivalent  qualifications- 
based  requiremeni  prescribed  for  or  by  the  sponsor  of  the  airport. 

33.  Foreign  Market  Restrictions.  It  will  not  allow  funds  provided  uryder  this  grant  to  be  used  to  fund  any 
P'Pie:t  wh.ch  uses  any  product  or  service  of  a  foreign  country  dunng  the  period  in  which  such  foreign 
country  IS  listed  by  the  United  States  Trade  Representative  as  denying  fair  and  equitable  market 
opportunities  for  products  and  suppliers  of  the  United  States  in  procurement  and  construction 

34.  Policies.  Standards,  and  Specifications.  It  will  carry  out  the  project  in  accordance  with  policies. 
s!a~daids  and  specifications  approved  by  the  Secretary  including  but  not  limited  to  the  advisory  circulars 
i  sieo  oeipM  anc  <n  accordance  with  applicable  state  policies,  standards,  and  specilications  approved  by 
the  Secretary^ 


Number 


Subject 


70.'746C-1G 
'50  5fOG-i4A 

150  520C-30 
150  5210-5B 
150  5210-7B 
150  5210-14 
150''5210-15 
150 '5220-4 A 
15C'5220-10 
150 '5220-11 
15C'£220-12 
1 50/5220- 13A 
150/5220-14A 
150  5220-15 

150/5220-16 

150/5220-17 

150'5300-4B 

150/5300-12 

150/5320-5B 

150/5320-60 

150'5320-12A 

150/5320-14 

150/5325-4 

150/ 5340- IF 

150/5340-4C 

150/5340-5B 

150/5340-14B 

1 50/5340-1 7B 

1 50/5340-1 BB 

150/5340-19 

150/5340-21 

150/5340-23A 

150/5340-24 

150/5340-27A 


Obstruction  Marking  and  Lighting 

Architectural.  Engineering  and  Planning  Consultant  Services  for  Airport  Grant 
Projects 

Airport  Winter  Safety  and  Operations 

Painting.  Marking,  and  Lighting  of  Vehicles  Used  on  an  Airport 

Aircraft  Fire  and  Rescue  Communications 

Airport  Fire  and  Rescue  Personryel  Protective  Clothing 

Airport  Rescue  and  Firefighting  Station  Building  Design 

Water  Supply  Systems  for  Aircraft  Fire  and  Rescue  Protection 

Guide  Specification  for  Water/Foam  Type  Aircraft  Fire  and  Rescue  Trucks 

Airport  Snowblower  Specification  Guide 

Airpon  Snowsweeper  Specification  Guide 

Runway  Surface  Condition  Sensor— Specification  Guide 

Airport  Fire  and  Rescue  Vehicle  Specification  Guide 

Buildings  For  Storage  and  Maintenance  of  Airport  Snow  Removal  and  ice  Control 
Equipment  A  Guide 

Automated  Weather  Observing  Systems  (AWOS)  for  Non-Federai  Applications 

Design  Standards  for  an  Aircraft  Rescue  and  Firefighting  Facility 

Utility  Airports — Air  Access  to  National  Transpiortation 

Airport  Design  Standards— Transport  Airports 

Airport  Drainage 

Airport  Pavement  Design  and  Evaluation 

Methods  for  the  Design,  Construction,  and  Maintenance  of  Skid  Resistant  Airport 
Pavement  Surfaces 

Airport  Landscaping  for  Noise  Control  Purposes 
Runway  Length  Requirements  for  Airport  Design 
Marking  of  Paved  Areas  on  Airports 

Installation  Details  for  Runway  Centerline  Touchdown  Zone  Lighting  Systems 

Segmented  Circle  Airport  Marker  System 

Economy  Approach  Lighting  Aids 

Standby  Power  for  Non-FAA  Airport  Lighting  Systems 

Standards  for  Airport  Sign  Systems 

Taxiway  Centerline  Lighting  Systems 

Airport  Miscellaneous  Lighting  Visual  Aids 

Supplemental  Wind  Cones 

Runway  and  Taxiway  Edge  Lighting  System 

Air-to-Qround  Radio  Control  of  Airport  Lighting  Systems 
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Subjtct 


Numbtr 

150/5345-3D 
150/534 5-5A 
150/534 5-7D 
1 50/5345- 10E 
150/5345-12C 
150/5345-1 3A 

150-5345-263 
150-5345-270 
150  5345-20D 
'50 '5345-393 

150  5345-423 

150'5345-43C 
1 50/534  5-44D 
150-534  5-45A 
15C  5345-46A 
’50  5545-4~a 
i5C  5345-49A 
150  5345-50 
150  5345-51 
i5C  5345-52 
'50  5360-13 
i5C  53i’0-6A 
i5C  53'C-'0 
150  53'C-" 
1505370-12 
150'5390-2 


Specification  for  L-821  Panels  for  Remote  Control  of  Airport  Lighting 
Circuit  Selector  Switch 

Specification  for  L-824  Underground  Electrical  Cable  for  Airport  Lighting  Circuits 
Specification  for  Constant  Current  Regulators  and  Regulator  Monitors 
Specification  for  Airport  and  Heliport  Beacon 

Specification  for  L-B41  Auxiliary  Relay  Cabinet  Assembly  for  Pilot  Control  of 
Airport  Lighting  Circuits 

Specification  tor  L-823  Plug  and  Receptacle.  Cable  Connectors 

Specification  for  Wind  Cone  Assemblies 

Precision  Approach  Path  Indicator  (PAPI)  Systems 

FAA  Specification  L-e53.  Runway  and  Taxiway  Centerline  Retroreflective 

Markers 

FAA  Specification  L-657.  Airport  Light  Bases,  Transformer  Houses,  and  Junction 
Boxes 

Specification  for  Obstruction  Lighting  Equipment 
Specification  for  Taxiway  and  Runway  Signs 
Lightweight  Approach  Light  Structure 
Specification  tor  Runway  and  Taxiway  Light  Fixtures 
Isolation  Transformers  for  Airport  Lighting  Systems 
Specification  L-654.  Radio  Control  Equipment 
Specification  tor  Portable  Runway  Lights 
Specification  for  Discharge-Type  Flasher  Equipment 
Generic  Visual  Glideslope  Indicators  (GVGI) 

Planning  and  Design  Guideliries  for  Airport  Terminal  Facilities 
Construction  Progress  and  Inspection  Report— Federal-Aid  Airport  Program 
Standards  for  Specifying  Construction  of  Airports 

Use  of  Nondestructive  Testing  Devices  in  the  Evaluation  of  Airport  Pavements 
Qualify  Control  of  Construction  for  Airport  Grant  Protects 
Heliport  Design 
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ASSURANCES 

Noise  Compatibility  Program  Projects 
Undertaken  by  Nonairport  Sponsors 

A.  General. 

1.  These  assurances  shall  be  complied  with  In  the  performance  of  grant  agreements  for  noise  compatibility 
projects  undertaken  by  sponsors  who  are  not  proprietors  of  the  airport  which  is  the  subject  of  the  rtoise 

compatibility  program. 

• 

2.  These  assurances  are  required  to  be  submitted  as  part  of  the  project  application  by  sponsors  requesting 
funds  under  the  provisions  of  the  Airport  and  Ai'-way  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  and  the 
Aviation  Safety  and  Noise  Abatement  Act  of  1 979,  as  amended.  Sponsors  are  units  of  local  government 
in  the  areas  around  the  airport  which  is  the  subject  of  the  noise  compatibility  program. 

3.  Upon  acceptance  of  the  grant  offer  by  the  sponsor,  these  assurances  are  incorporated  in  and  become 
part  of  the  grant  agreement 

B.  Duration.  The  terms,  conditions,  and  assurances  of  the  grant  agreement  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect 
throughout  the  useful  life  of  the  facilities  developed  or  equipment  acquired  or  throughout  the  useful  life  of  the 
items  installed  under  this  project,  but  in  any  event  not  to  exceed  twenty  (20)  years  from  the  date  of 
acceptance  of  a  grant  offer  of  Federal  funds  for  the  project.  However,  there  shall  be  no  time  limit  on  the 
duration  of  the  terms,  conditions,  and  assurances  with  respect  to  real  property  acquired  with  Federal  funds 
Furthermore,  the  duration  Of  the  Civil  >- '  »ssurance  shall  be  as  specified  in  the  assurance. 

C.  Sponsor  Certification.  The  sponsor  .lereby  assures  and  certifies,  with  respect  to  this  grant  that: 

1.  General  Federal  Requirements.  It  will  comply  with  all  applicable  Federal  laws,  regulations,  executive 
orders,  policies,  guidelines  and  requirements  as  they  relate  to  the  application,  acceptance,  and  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  *his  project  including  but  not  limited  to  the  following: 

Federal  Legislation 

a  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1950  -  49  U.S.C.  1301,  et  seq 
b  Davis-Bacon  Act  -  40  U.S.C.  276(a).  et  seq. 
c.  Federal  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  -  29  U.S.C.  201,  et  seq. 
d  Hatch  Act  -  5  u  se.  1501.  et  seq. 

e  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Rea'  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970  -  42  U  S  C. 
4601.  et  seq. 

f.  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  -  Section  106-16  U.S.C.  470(t). 
g  Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act  O’  "'’74  -  16  U.S.C.  469  through  469c. 

h.  Flood  Disaster  Protection  Act  of  1973  -  SectJCri  I02(a;  -  42  U.S.C.  4012a. 

i.  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973  -  29  U.S.C.  794. 

j  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  -  Title  VI  -  42  U.S.C.  2000d  through  d-4. 

k.  Aviation  Safety  and  Noise  Abatement  Act  of  1979,  49  U.S.C.  2101,  et  seq. 

l.  Age  Discnmination  Act  of  1975  -  42  U.S.C.  6101,  et  seq. 

m.  Architectural  Barriers  Act  of  1966  -  42  U.S.C.  4151,  et  seq. 

n.  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended  49  U.S.C.  2201,  at  seq. 

o.  Powerplant  and  Industrial  Fuel  Use  Act  of  1978  -  Section  403  -  42  U.S.C.  8373 

p  Contract  Work  Hours  and  Safety  Standards  Act  -  40  U.S.C.  327,  at  seq. 

q  Copeland  Antikickback  Act  -  18  U.S.C.  674. 
r.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  -  42  U.S.C.  4321,  et  seq. 
s  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  -  16  U.S.C.  668(a).  et  seq. 

t.  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  -  31  U.S.C.  7501,  et  seq. 

Executive  Orders 

Executive  Order  12372  —  Intergovernmental  Review  of  Federal  Programs 
Executive  Order  11246  —  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 

Federal  Regulations 

a.  49  CFR  Pan  16  -  Uniform  Administrative  Requirements  for  Grants  and  Cooperative 
Agreements  to  State  and  Local  Governments. 

b  49  CFR  Pan  21  -  Nondiscrimination  in  Federally-Assisted  Programs  of  the  Department  of 
Transponation  -  Effectuation  of  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 
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c  40  CFR  Part  23  -  Participation  by  Minority  Butinaaa  Entarpriaa  in  Oapartmant  of  Tranaportatien 
Pfosrama 

0.  46  CFR  Pan  24  •  Uniform  Relocation  Aaaiatanca  and  Real  Proparty  AcquMtlon  Ragulatlon  for 

Fadarai  and  Fadaraiiy  Aaaiatad  Programa. 

a.  49  CFR  Pan  27  •  Non-Dtacrimination  on  tfta  Baais  of  Handicap  In  Programa  and  Activltiaa 
Racaiying  or  BanaWng  from  Fadaral  Financial  Aaalatanea. 

f.  46  CFR  Pan  26  •  Dabarmanta.  Suapanaiona  and  Voluntary  Exdualona. 

g.  46  CFR  Pan  30  -  Danial  of  Public  Worka  Contraeta  to  Suppliara  of  Qooda  and  Sarvicaa  of 

Countriac  That  Deny  Procuramant  Marfcat  Aooaaa  to  Cenlraelera. 

h.  26  CFR  Pan  1  -  PrKadurat  for  Pradatarmination  of  Wage  Rataa 

I.  26  CFR  Pan  3  •  Contractora  or  Subcontractora  on  Public  Buildinga  or  Public  Mforka  Fmanood  in 

wrtoia  or  Pan  by  Leana  or  Qranta  from  U.S. 

I  26  CFR  Pan  5  •  Labor  Standarda  Proviaiona  AppUcabia  to  Contraeta  Coyartng  Fadaraiiy 
Finanead  and  Aaaiatad  Conatruebor 

k.  41  CFR  Pan  60  •  Office  of  Federal  Contract  Compliance  Programa,  Equal  Employmant 
Opponunity.  fTapanmant  of  Labor  (Fadaral  and  Fadarally-aaalatad  Contracting  Raquiramanta). 

l.  14  CFR  Pan  160- AIrpon  Nolaa  Compatibility  Planning. 

Offiea  of  Managemant  and  Budgat  CIreulara 

a  A-67  •  Coat  Princlplaa  Appilcabla  to  Qranta  and  Contraeta  tatth  Btata  and  Local  (tovammanta 

b  A-126  -  Audita  of  Suta  and  Loe«i  Glovammanta. 

Specific  aisuraneei  required  to  be  included  In  grant  agraamanta  by  any  of  tfta  above  lam.  ragulatlona  or 
eircuiari  ara  incorporated  by  rafaranea  In  the  grant  agraament. 

2.  Raaponaibllity  and  Authority  of  the  Bponaor.  N  haa  legal  authority  to  apply  for  the  grant  and  to 
financa  and  carry  out  the  propoaad  proiact;  that  a  raeolution,  motion,  or  almilar  action  haa  bean  duly 
adopted  or  paaaed  u  an  official  act  of  the  applleant'a  governing  body  authorising  the  Ming  of  the 
application.  Including  all  underatandinga  and  aaauraneae  contained  therein,  and  diraeting  and  authortting 
the  pe'aon  identified  aa  the  official  repreaentative  of  the  applicant  to  act  In  connection  erith  the 
application  and  to  provide  auch  additional  information  aa  may  be  required. 

3.  Bponaor  Fund  Availability. 

a  It  haa  aufficient  funda  available  for  that  portion  of  Ihe  project  coats  tahleh  are  not  to  be  paid  by 
the  United  States. 

b  It  haa  sufficient  funds  available  to  enaure  operation  and  maintananoa  of  Name  funded  under  the 
grant  agreamant  which  R  will  own  or  control. 

4.  Good  TWa.  For  projects  to  be  carried  out  on  the  property  of  the  aponaor.  R  holds  good  tRIa  aatlafactory 
to  the  Secretary  to  that  portion  of  the  property  upon  which  Fadaral  funda  wUl  be  expanded  or  will  give 
assurance  to  the  Secretary  that  good  tRIe  will  be  obtainad. 

5.  Preserving  Rights  and  Powera. 

a  It  will  not  enter  into  any  tranaaction,  or  change  thereto,  or  take  or  parmR  any  action  which 
•^uid  operate  to  depriM  R  of  any  of  the  rights  and  powers  nacaeaary  to  perform  any  or  all  of 
« terms,  conditiona,  and  aaauraneae  In  the  grant  agreamant  wRhout  the  written  approval  of 
the  Secretary,  and  will  act  to  acquira,  extinguish,  or  modify  any  outstanding  righta  or  dalma  of 
right  of  others  which  would  interfere  wRh  such  parformanca  by  the  aponaor.  Thia  ahaM  ba  dene 
In  a  manner  eceeptabie  to  the  Secretary. 

b.  R  will  not  sell,  lease,  encumber,  or  otharwiaa  tranafar  or  dtapoea  of  any  part  of  Ra  tRIa  or  edtar 
Intereata  in  the  property  for  which  R  holds  good  title  and  upon  which  Federal  funda  have  bean 
expended,  for  the  duration  of  the  terms,  condRions.  and  aaaurancai  In  the  grant  agreamant 
without  approval  by  tha  Secretary.  If  the  tranafaraa  la  found  by  the  Secretary  to  ba  aUglbla 
under  tha  Airport  and  Airway  improvamant  Act  of  1 662  to  assume  tha  ebiigatlena  of  tha  grant 
agreement  and  to  have  tha  power,  authority,  and  flnanclal  rasoureae  to  carry  out  an  ouch 
obligations,  the  aponaor  ahall  Insert  In  the  eontract  or  document  tranafarring  or  diapoaing  of  tha 
aponaor's  iniersat,  and  make  binding  upon  the  tranafaree,  all  of  tha  tarma,  conditiona  and 
aisurancas  contained  In  this  grant  agreamant 

e.  For  all  noise  compatibility  projects  which  are  to  ba  carried  out  by  another  unR  of  loeal 

government  or  are  on  property  owned  by  a  unR  of  local  government  other  than  tha  aponaor,  R 
trill  enter  into  an  agreamant  with  that  governmental  unR.  Except  aa  othanriaa  spadfiad  by  the 
Secretary,  that  agreement  shall  obligata  that  govammanrel  unH  to  tha  same  tarma,  oondWona. 
and  assurances  that  wo'ild  ba  appilcabla  to  R  H  R  applied  dRacUy  to  tha  FAA  for  a  grant  to 
undertake  tha  noise  eempattonty  projacl  That  agreamant  and  changes  thereto  must  ba 
approved  in  advance  by  tha  Saeratory. 
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d.  For  noiM  compatibility  projoctt  to  ba  camad  out  on  privataly  owrtad  proparty,  U  arill  antar  into 
an  agraamant  with  tha  ownar  of  that  proparly  which  includaa  proviaiona  apactflad  by  th» 
Sacratary. 

6.  Conalataney  with  Local  Plana.  Tha  projact  la  raaaonably  eonaiatant  with  plana  (axiating  at  tha  tima  of 
aubmiaaion  of  thia  application)  of  public  aganeiai  that  ara  authorizad  by  tha  Stata  in  which  tha  prolact  la 
locatad  to  plan  for  tha  davalopmant  of  tha  araa  aurrounding  tha  airport.  For  noioa  compatibility  projocta 
to  ba  carriad  out  on  proparty  which  la  not  ownad  by  tha  aponaof  and  which  la  undar  tha  land  uoa  control 
or  authority  of  a  public  agancy  othar  than  tha  aponsor.  tha  aponaor  ahali  ^tain  trom  aach  agartcy  a 
writtan  daciaration  that  auch  agancy  aupporta  tha  prolact  and  tha  proiact  la  raaaonably  eonaiatant  with 
tha  agancy'a  plana  ragarding  tha  proparty. 

7.  Conaldaration  of  Local  Intaraat.  It  haa  given  fair  eonaidaration  to  tha  intaraat  of  eommurMiaa  In  or  near 
which  the  proiact  may  ba  locatad 

a.  Accounting  Syatam,  Audit,  and  Raeordkaaping  Raquiramanta. 

a  It  ahtii  keep  an  project  accounta  and  racorda  which  fully  diacioaa  tha  amount  and  diapoaitlon 
by  tha  racipiant  of  tha  procaada  or  tna  grant,  tha  to*'!  coat  of  tha  project  m  connection  with 
which  tha  grant  la  given  or  uaad,  and  tha  amount  and  nature  of  that  portion  of  tha  coat  of  tha 
project  auppiiad  by  other  aourcaa,  and  auch  othar  financial  racorda  pertinent  to  tha  project.  Tha 
accounts  and  records  shall  ba  kept  in  accordance  with  an  accounting  syatam  that  will  facilitata 
an  affective  audit  In  accordance  wtth  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1M4. 

b.  It  shall  maks  avaiiabla  to  tha  Sacratary  and  tha  Comptroller  Qanarai  of  tha  Unitad  States,  or 
any  of  their  duly  authorized  raprasantatives,  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  axamlnatlon,  any 
books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  of  the  racipiant  that  are  pertinent  to  tha  grant.  The 
Secretary  may  require  that  an  appropriate  audit  ba  conducted  by  a  recipient.  In  any  case  In 
which  an  independent  audit  is  made  of  tha  accounta  of  a  sponsor  relating  to  the  disposition  of 
tha  proceeds  of  a  grant  or  relating  to  the  project  in  connection  with  which  tha  grant  was  given 
or  used,  it  shall  file  a  certified  copy  of  auch  audit  with  tha  Comptroller  Qanarai  of  tha  Unitad 
States  not  later  than  6  months  following  tha  close  of  tha  fiscal  year  for  which  tha  audit  was 
made 

9.  Minimum  Wage  Rates.  It  shall  include,  in  all  contracts  in  axcaas  of  S2,000  for  work  on  any  projects 
funded  under  tha  grant  agraamant  which  irtvolva  labor,  provisions  establishing  minimum  rates  of  wages, 
to  ba  pradatarminad  by  tha  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  accordanca  with  tha  Davia>Bacon  Act,  as  amandad 
(40  u  s  e.  276a— 276a-5).  which  contractors  shall  pay  to  skilled  and  unskilled  labor,  and  auch  minimum 
rates  shaii  ba  stated  in  tha  invitation  tor  bids  and  shall  ba  included  in  propoaals  or  bids  for  the  work. 

10.  Veteran's  Frafaranea.  it  shall  include,  in  all  contracts  tor  work  on  any  projects  funded  undar  tha  grant 
agraamant  which  invoKra  labor,  auch  provisions  as  ara  necessary  to  inaura  that.  In  tha  ampioymant  of 
labor  (except  in  exacutiva,  administrativa,  and  supervisory  positiona),  prafaranoa  shall  be  given  to 
veterans  of  the  Vietnam  ara  and  disabled  veterans  as  defined  in  Sa>c^  51S(c)(i)  and  (2)  of  the  Airport 
and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1962.  However,  this  prafarance  shall  apply  only  whers  tha  irxfividuals  are 
available  and  quslifiad  to  perform  tha  work  to  which  tha  employment  relates. 

11.  Conformity  to  Plans  and  tpaeiflcatlons.  ft  will  exacuts  tha  project  subject  to  plans,  spacificationa.  and 
schedules  approved  by  tha  Sacratary.  Such  plans,  specifications,  and  schedules  shall  be  submitted  to 
tha  Sacrata7  prior  to  commaneamant  of  site  preparation,  construction,  or  othar  performance  under  this 
grant  agraamant,  and,  upon  approval  by  tha  ^cratary.  shall  ba  incorporated  Into  this  grant  agreement. 
Any  modifications  to  tha  approved  plans,  specifications,  and  schedules  shall  also  ba  subject  to  approval 
by  the  Sacratary  and  Incorporation  Into  tha  grant  agreement. 

12.  Construction  Inspactlon  and  Approval.  It  will  provide  and  maintain  competent  technical  supervlalon  at 
tha  construction  site  throughout  tha  project  to  assure  that  tha  work  conforms  with  tha  plans, 
spaeifications,  and  schedules  approved  by  tha  Secretary  for  tha  project,  it  shall  subject  tha  construction 
work  on  any  project  contained  In  an  approved  project  application  to  Inspection  and  approval  by  tha 
Sacratary  and  such  work  shall  ba  In  accordanca  with  regulations  and  procedures  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  Such  regulations  and  procaduras  shall  require  such  cost  and  progress  reporting  by  tha 
spori*'*  jr  sponsors  of  such  project  as  the  Secretary  shall  daem  necessary. 

1).  Opsratlon  and  Maintananea.  It  will  suitably  operate  and  maintain  noise  compatibility  program  project 
Hams  that  n  owns  or  controls  upon  which  Federal  funds  have  bean  expanded. 

14.  Hazard  Prevention.  It  will  protect  auch  terminal  airapaca  as  Is  required  to  protect  Instrument  and  viaual 
operations  to  the  airport  (including  established  minimum  flight  altitudes)  by  preventing  tha  astablishmant 
or  creation  of  future  airport  hazarda  on  property  owned  or  controlled  by  It  or  over  which  K  haa  land  uaa 
jurladlction. 
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15.  Compatible  Land  Use.  it  will  take  appropriate  actton.  mcluding  the  adoption  of  zonmg  laws,  to  the 
extent  reasonable,  to  restrict  the  use  of  land  adjacent  to  or  m  the  immediate  vicanity  of  the  airport  to 
activities  and  purposes  compatible  with  normal  airport  operalioits.  including  landing  and  takeoff  of 
aircraft  In  addition,  it  will  not  cause  O'  permit  any  change  m  land  use,  wrthin  its  jurisdiction  that  arill 
reduce  the  compatibility,  with  respect  to  the  airport,  of  the  noise  compatibility  measures  upon  which 
Federal  funds  have  been  expended. 

16.  Reports  and  Inspections.  It  will  submit  to  the  Secretary  such  annual  or  special  financial  and  operations 
reports  as  the  Secretary  may  reasonably  request,  it  will  also  make  records  and  documents  ralaling  to  the 
project,  and  continued  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  and  assurances  of  the  grant  agreement 
including  deeds  leases,  agreements,  regulations,  and  other  instruments,  available  lor  inspection  by  any 
duly  authorized  agent  of  the  Secretary  upon  reasonable  request. 

t7.  Civil  Rights,  it  will  comply  with  such  rules  as  are  promulgated  to  ensure  that  no  person  shall,  on  the 
grounds  of  race,  creed,  color,  national  origin,  sex,  age,  or  handicap  be  excluded  from  participating  in  any 
activity  conducted  with  or  benefiting  from  funds  received  from  this  grant.  This  assurance  obligates  the 
sponsor  for  the  period  during  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  extended  to  the  program,  except 
where  Fee  ?rai  financial  assistance  is  to  provide,  or  is  in  the  form  of  personal  property  or  real  property  or 
interest  therein  or  structures  or  improvements  thereon,  in  which  case  the  assurance  obligates  the 
sponsor  or  any  transferee  for  ths  longer  of  the  following  periods:  (a)  the  period  during  which  the  property 
IS  used  for  a  purpose  for  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  extended,  or  for  another  purpose  involving 
the  provision  of  similar  services  or  benefits  or  (b)  the  period  dunng  which  the  sponsor  retains  ownership 
or  possession  of  the  property. 

18.  Engineering  and  Design  Services.  It  will  award  each  contract  or  subcontract  for  program  management, 
construction  management,  olannmg  studies,  feasibility  studies,  architectural  services,  preliminary 
engineering  design  engineering,  surveying,  mapping,  or  related  services  with  respect  to  the  project  m 
the  same  manner  as  a  contract  for  architectural  and  engineehng  services  is  negotiated  under  title  IX  of 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  or  an  equivalent  quaNfications-based 
requirement  prescribed  for  or  by  the  sponsor. 

19.  Foreign  Market  Restrictions.  It  will  not  allow  funds  provided  under  this  grant  to  be  used  to  fund  any 
project  which  uses  any  product  or  service  of  a  foreign  country  during  the  period  in  which  such  foreign 
counfy  IS  listed  by  the  United  States  Trade  Representative  as  denying  fair  and  equitable  market 
opportunities  for  products  and  suppliers  of  the  United  States  in  procurement  and  consffuebon. 

20.  Disposal  of  Land. 

a  For  land  purchased  under  a  grant  before,  on,  or  after  December  30. 1987,  for  airpon  noise 
compatibility  purposes,  it  will  dispose  of  the  land  when  no  longar  naadad  for  such  purposes  at 
fair  market  value  at  the  earliest  practicable  bmc.  That  portion  of  the  prpcaads  of  such 
disposition  which  is  proportionate  to  the  United  States  share  of  acquisition  of  such  land  will,  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary.  1)  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  for  deposit  in  the  Tiuat  Fund,  or  2) 
be  reinvested  In  an  approved  noise  compatibility  project  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

b  Disposition  of  such  land  will  be  subject  to  the  ratantion  or  reservation  on  any  interest  or  right 
therein  necessary  to  ensure  that  such  land  wilt  only  be  used  for  purposes  which  are  compatible 
with  noise  levels  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  airport. 
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INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  THE  SF  424 


Phis  is  a  standard  form  used  by  applicants  as  a  required  facesheet  for  preapplications  and  applications  submitted 
or  Federal  assistance  It  will  be  used  by  Federal  agencies  to  obtain  applicant  certification  that  States  which  have 
stablished  a  review  and  comment  procedure  in  response  to  Executive  Order  12372  and  have  selected  the  program 
0  be  included  in  their  process,  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to  review  the  applicant's  submission. 


tern:  Entrv; 

1,  Self-explanatory. 

2  Date  application  submitted  to  Federal  agency  (or 
State  if  applicable)  &  applicant's  control  number 
(if  applicable). 

3.  State  use  only  (ifapplicable). 

4.  If  this  application  is  to  continue  or  revise  an 
existing  award,  enter  present  Federal  identifier 
number  If  for  a  new  project,  leave  blank. 

5.  Legal  name  of  applicant,  name  of  primary 
organizational  unit  which  will  undertake  the 
assistance  activity,  complete  address  of  the 
applicant,  and  name  and  telephone  number  of  the 
person  to  contact  on  matters  related  to  this 
application. 

6.  Enter  Employer  Identification  Number  (EIN)  as 
assigned  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

7.  Enter  the  appropriate  letter  in  the  space 
provided 

B.  Check  appropriate  box  and  enter  appropriate 
letter(s)  in  the  space(s)  provided: 

— "New"  means  a  new  assistance  award. 

—  "Continuation”  means  an  extension  for  an 
additional  funding/budget  period  for  a  project 
with  a  projected  completion  date. 

—  "Revision"  means  any  change  in  the  Federal 
Government's  financial  obligation  or 
contingent  liability  from  an  existing 
obligation. 

9.  Name  of  Federal  agency  from  which  assistance  is 
being  requested  with  this  application. 

D.  Use  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
number  and  title  of  the  program  under  which 
assistance  is  requested. 

I.  Enter  a  brief  descriptive  title  of  the  project,  if 
more  than  one  program  is  involved,  you  should 
append  an  explanation  on  a  separate  sheet.  If 
appropriate  (e  g.,  construction  or  real  property 
projects),  attach  a  map  showing  project  location. 
For  preapplications,  use  a  separate  sheet  to 
provide  a  summary  description  of  this  project. 


Item:  Entrv: 

12.  List  only  the  largest  political  entities  affected 
(eg..  State,  counties,  cities). 

13.  Self-explanatory. 

14.  List  the  applicant’s  Congressional  District  and 
any  District(s)  affected  by  the  program  or  project. 

15.  Amount  requested  or  to  be  contributed  during 
the  first  fundingfbudget  period  by  each 
contributor.  Value  of  in-kind  contributions 
should  be  included  on  appropriate  lines  as 
applicable.  If  the  action  will  result  in  a  dollar 
change  to  an  existing  award,  indicate  on/v  the 
amount  of  the  change.  For  decreases,  enclose  the 
amounts  in  parentheses.  If  both  basic  and 
supplemental  amounts  are  included,  show 
breakdown  on  an  attached  sheet.  For  multiple 
program  funding,  use  totals  and  show  breakdown 
using  same  categories  as  item  15. 

16.  Applicants  should  contact  the  State  Single  Point 
of  Contact  (SPOC)  for  Federal  Executive  Order 
12372  to  determine  whether  the  application  is 
subject  to  the  State  intergovernmental  review 
process. 

17.  This  question  applies  to  the  applicant  organi¬ 
zation.  not  the  person  who  signs  as  the 
authorized  representative.  Categories  of  debt 
include  delinquent  audit  disallowances,  loans 
and  taxes. 

18.  To  be  signed  by  the  authorized  representative  of 
the  applicant.  A  copy  of  the  governing  body's 
authorization  for  you  to  sign  this  application  as 
oflicial  representative  must  be  on  File  in  the 
applicant’s  oflice.  (Certain  Federal  agencies  may 
require  that  this  authorization  be  submitted  as 
part  of  the  application.) 
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PART  II  -  APPLICATION  FORM 


Part  II  of  the  application  will  be  the  principal  information  used 
in  selecting  the  successful  candidates  for  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program.  States  receiving  block  grants  will  be  expected  to 
carry  out  the  program  in  accordance  with  the  information  which 
they  present  in  the  application.  States  may  use  any  written 
format  they  choose  to  provide  the  following  information.  Each 
item  should  be  addressed. 

1.  Describe  your  State's  general  approach  to  the  block  grant 
pilot  program. 

2 .  Describe  your  agency  or  organization  to  show  that  it  is 
capable  of  administering  effectively  a  block  grant. 

3.  Describe  your  airport  system  planning  process.  Specify  how 
safety  and  security  projects  are  justified  in  your  airport  system 
planning  process. 

4 .  Describe  your  environmental  protection  requirements  as  they 
apply  to  airport  development. 

5.  Define  your  project  programming  process.  Specify  the 
priority  system  for  safety  and  security  projects  in  your  project 
programming  process.  Describe  how  this  project  programming 
process  ensures  that  the  needs  of  the  national  airport  system  are 
addressed. 

6.  Describe  your  procedure  for  compliance  with  Federal 
procedural  and  other  standard  requirements. 

7.  Describe  any  State  channelling  act  which  requires  you  to  be 
an  agency  or  sponsor  in  a  Federal  airport  project. 
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PART  III  -  APPLICATION  FORM 
ASSURANCES 

STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


1.  General .  These  assurances  are  required  to  be  submitted  as 
Part  III  of  the  project  application  by  States  applying  for 
participation  in  the  State  block  grant  pilot  program  under 
Section  116  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and  Capacity 
Expansion  Act  of  1987,  and  14  CFR  Part  156  -  State  Block  Grant 
Pilot  Program,  and  shall  be  complied  with  in  the  performance  of 
any  grant  agreement  executed  as  a  result  of  this  application. 

2.  Inclusion  in  Grant  Agreement.  Upon  acceptance  of  the  grant 
offer  by  the  State,  these  assurances  are  incorporated  in  and 
become  part  of  the  grant  agreement. 

3.  Standard  Federal  Recfuirements.  The  State  agrees  to  comply 
with  Federal  procedural  and  other  standard  requirements  for 
administering  the  block  grant. 

4.  Program  Reporting.  The  State  agrees  to  provide  the  FAA  with 
such  program  information  as  the  Secretary  may  require. 

5.  Obligation  to  Standard  Assurances.  For  all  projects  where 
the  State  is  the  owner  of  the  airport (s),  the  State  shall  be 
obligated  to  comply  with  the  standard  Airport  Improvement  Program 
assurances  entitled  ’’Assurances  -  Airport  Sponsor”  and 
"Assurances  -  Noise  Compatibility  Program  Projects  Undertaken  by 
Nonairport  Sponsors,"  as  appropriate  to  the  individual  project. 
These  standard  assurances  are  attached  to  and  become  part  of  this 
State  Block  Grant  Assurance. 

For  all  projects  benefiting  an  airport  owner  other  than  the 
State,  the  State  shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  that  airport 
owner  which  shall  obligate  that  airport  owner,  or  the  State,  to 
comply  with  each  of  the  attached  assurances  which  would  have  been 
applicable  to  the  airport  owner  as  if  it  had  applied  directly  to 
the  FAA  for  a  grant  to  undertake  the  project.  That  agreement 
shall  address  the  transfer  and  delegation  to  the  airport  owner  of 
State  obligations  to  the  FAA,  if  desired.  That  agreement  and 
changes  thereto  must  be  satisfactory  to  the  Administrator. 

6.  Compliance  Responsibilities.  The  State  shall  take  steps  to 
enforce  its  agreement  with  each  airport  owner  benefiting  from  the 
State  block  grant  pilot  program  if  noncompliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  is  evident.  This  compliance  responsibility 
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shall  be  assumed  by  FAA  at  the  termination  of  the  State  block 
grant  pilot  program,  or  as  otherwise  agreed  by  the  State  and  the 
FAA. 


7.  Environmental  Responsibilities.  A  State  which  is  subject  to 
its  own  environmental  requirements  comparable  to  requirements  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  as  defined  in 
regulations  issued  by  the  U.S.  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  shall  follow  its  own  requirements.  If  the  State  has  no 
such -requirements,  it  shall  follow  applicable  CEQ  regulations. 

8.  State  Resource  Availability.  The  State  assures  that 
sufficient  funds  will  be  available  for  that  portion  of  project 
costs  which  are  not  paid  by  the  United  States,  and  that 
sufficient  trained  personnel  will  be  available  to  carry  out  its 
responsibilities  under  this  grant  in  a  timely  manner  satisfactory 
to  the  FAA. 
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Appendix  7. 


>U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 
GRANT  AGREEMENT 
Part  I  -  Offer 

Date  of  Offer: 

Block  Grant  No. : 
Contract  No. : 


TO:  - 

(herein  called  the  "State") 

FROM:  The  United  Statei  of  America  (acting  through  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  herein  called  the  "FAA") 

WHEREAS,  the  State  has  subnltted  to  the  FAA  e  Block  Grant  Application  dated 

,  for  a  grant  of  Federal  funds  for  a  block  grant  as 
authorized  under  Section  534  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  laprovsBent  Act  of 
1982,  as  amended,  herein  called  the  "Act,"  which  Block  Grent  Application,  as 
approved  by  the  FAA,  is  hereby  Incorporated  herein  and  aade  a  part  hereof;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  FAA  has  approved  a  block  grant  for  the  State  as  sore  particularly 
described  In  the  Block  Grant  Application  to  carry  out  airport  planning, 
development  and  noise  program  implementation  projects,  herein  called 
"projects,"  at  airports  in  the  State  which  are  not  primary  airports  as  defined 
in  the  Act. 


NOW  THEREFORE,  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  and/or  the  Aviation  Safety  and  Noise  Abatement  Act  of  1979,  and  in 
consideration  of  (e)  the  State's  adoption  and  ratification  of  the 
representations  and  assurances  contained  in  said  Block  Grant  Application  and 
its  acceptance  of  this  Offer  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  (b)  the  benefits  to 
accrue  to  the  United  States  and  the  public  from  the  accompli shment  of  the 
projects  and  compliance  with  the  assurances  end  conditions  as  herein  provided, 
THE  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION,  FOR  AMD  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES, 
HEREBY  OFFERS  AMO  AGREES  to  pay,  as  the  United  States  share  of  the  allowable 
costs  incurred  in  accomplishing  the  projects. 
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The  Offer  is  made  on  and  subject  to  the  following  terms  and  conditions: 

Conditions 

1.  The  r.aximum  obligation  of  the  United  States  payable  under  this  offer  shall 

be  $  .Of  this  amount  a  minimum  of  $  must 

be  expended  for  projects  at  airports  as  prescribed  in  Section  507(a)(3)  of  the 
Act. 

2.  The  allowable  costs  of  the  projects  shall  not  Include  any  costs  determined 
by  the  FAA  to  be  ineligible  for  consideration  as  to  allowability  under  the 
Act. 

3.  Payment  of  the  United  States  share  of  the  allowable  costs  will  be  made 
pursuant  to  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  regulations  and 
procedures  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  Final  determination  of  the 
United  States  share  will  be  based  upon  the  final  audit  of  the  total  amount  of 
allowable  costs  and  settlement  will  be  made  for  any  upward  or  downward 
adjustments  to  the  Federal  share  of  costs. 

4.  The  State  shall  assure  that  projects  are  carried  out  and  completed  without 
undue  delays  and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof,  and  such  regulations  and 
procedures  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe,  and  agrees  to  comply  with  the 
assurances  which  were  made  part  of  the  block  grant  application. 

5.  The  FAA  reserves  the  right  to  amend  or  withdraw  this  offer  at  any  time 
prior  to  its  acceptance  by  the  State. 

6.  This  offer  shall  expire  and  the  United  States  shall  not  be  obligated 

to  pay  any  part  of  the  costs  unless  this  offer  has  been  accepted  by  the  State 
on  or  before  or  such  subsequent  date  as  may  be 

prescribed  in  writing  by  the  FAA. 

7.  The  State  shall  take  all  steps,  Including  litigation  if  necessary,  to 
recover  Federal  funds  spent  fraudulently,  vastefully,  or  in  violation  of 
Federal  antitrust  statutes,  or  misused  in  any  other  manner  in  any  projects 
upon  which  Federal  funds  have  been  expended.  For  the  purposes  of  this  grant 
agreement,  the  term  "Federal  funds"  means  f\inds  however  used  or  disbursed  by 
the  State  that  were  originally  paid  pursuant  to  this  or  any  other  Federal 
grant  agreement.  It  shall  obtain  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  as  to  any 
determination  of  the  amount  of  the  Federal  share  of  such  funds.  It  shall 
return  the  recover^  Federal  share,  including  funds  recovered  by  settlement, 
order  or  judgment, 'te  the  Secretary.  It  shall  furnish  to  the  Secretary,  upon 
request,  all  documents  and  records  pertaining  to  the  determination  of  the 
amount  of  the  Federal  share  or  to  any  settlement,  litigation,  negotiation,  or 
other  efforts  taken  to  recover  such  funds.  All  settlements  or  other  final 
positions  of  the  State,  in  court  or  otherwise,  involving  the  recovery  of  such 
Federal  share  shall  be  approved  in  advance  by  the  Secretary. 

8.  The  United  States  shall  not  be  responsible  or  liable  for  damage  to 
property  or  Injury  to  persons  which  may  arise  from,  or  be  incident  to, 
compliance  with  this  grant  agreement. 
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The  State's  acceptance  of  this  Offer  and  ratification  and  adoption  of  the 
Block  Grant  Application  incorporated  herein  shall  be  evidenced  by  execution  of 
this  instrument  by  the  State,  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  this  Offer  and 
Acceptance  shall  coaprisv-a  Grant  Agreement,  as  provided  by  the  Act, 
constituting  the  contractual  obligations  and  rights  of  the  United  States  and 
the  State  with  raspsct  to  the  accomplishment  of  tha  projects  and  compliance 
with  the  assurances  and  conditions  as  provided  herein.  Such  Grant  Agreement 
shall  become  effective  upon  the  State's  acceptance  of  this  Offer. 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


(Name) 

(Title) 


Part  II  -  Acceptance 

The  State  does  hereby  ratify  and  adopt  all  assurances,  statements, 
representations,  warranties,  covenants,  and  agreements  contained  in  the  Block 
Grant  Application  and  incorporated  materials  referred  to  in  the  foregoing 
Offer  and  does  hereby  accept  this  Offer  and  by  such  acceptance  agrees  to 
comply  with  all  of  the  terms  and  conditions  in  this  Offer  and  in  the  Block 
Grant  Application. 

Executed  this  day  of  ,  19  . 


(Name  of  state) 


(SEAL) 


Attest: 

Title: 


By  _ 

(State's  Ossignatad  official 
Raprssentat i vs ) 


Title 


CERTIFICATE  OF  STATE'S  ATTORNEY 

If  f  acting  as  Attorney  for  tha  State  do  hereby  certify: 

That  in  ay  opinion  the  State  is  eapovered  to  enter  into  the  foregoing 

Grant  Agreement  under  the  lavs  of  the  State  of  _ _ .  Further,  1  have 

examined  the  foregoing  Grant  Agreement  and  the  actions  taken  by  said  State  and 
Stata's  official  representative  has  been  duly  authorized  and  that  the 
execution  thereof  is  in  all  respects  due  and  proper  and  in  accordance 
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APPENDIX  B.  APPLICATIONS  AND  LETTERS  OF  INTEREST 


state  31o-.y.  C-rart  Pilot  Proararo 
Applications  and  Letters  of  Interest 


ihe  loliowing  States  submitted  applications  for  the  State  block 
grant  pilot  program: 

1.  Puerto  Rico  (2/8/89) 

2.  New  Jersey  (2/17/89) 

3.  Michigan  (2/22/89) 

4.  Wisconsin  (2/22/89) 

5.  Illinois  (2/23/89) 

6.  Missouri  (2/23/89) 

7.  Kansas  (2/24/89) 

8.  Connecticut  (2/27/89) 

9.  North  Carolina  (2/27/89) 

10.  Minnesota  (2/28/89) 


The  following  States  submitted  letters  of  interest  and  later 
responded  that  they  will  not  apply  for  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program: 

1.  Massachusetts  (12/30/88) 

2.  Virgin  Islands  (1/18/89) 

3.  Palau  (1/24/89) 

4.  Nebraska  (2/2/89) 

5.  California  (2/7/89) 

6.  Iowa  (2/13/89) 

7.  Texas  (2/14/89) 

8.  Delaware  (2/16/89) 

9.  Colorado  (2/23/89) 


The  following  States  also  submitted  letters  of  interest  and  did 
not  apply  for  the  State  block  grant  pilot  program: 

1.  North  Dakota  (10/27/88) 

2.  Maine  (10/28/88) 

3.  Oklahoma  (11/1/88) 

4.  Idaho  (ir/7/88) 

5.  Pennsylvania  (11/7/88) 

6.  Rhode  Island  (11/9/88) 

7.  West  Virginia  (11/15/88) 

8.  New  York  (11/17/88) 

9.  Indiana  (11/18/88) 

10.  Mississippi  (11/18/88) 

11.  Virginia  (11/21/88) 

12.  South  Carolina  (11/23/88) 

13.  Montana  (11/28/88) 

14.  Arizona  (11/29/88) 

15.  New  Hampshire  (12/8/88) 

16.  Florida  (12/9/88) 


coHOR««iTftTfBifler  - . . . . 

nVIRTION  AOniNISTRATION  UftSHINGTON  DC  OFFICE  OF  AIRPORT 
PLANNING  ANO  HAV  92  OOT/FAA/PP-92-1 


NCLASSIFIED 


The  fcllowing  States  also  responded  that  they  will  not  apply  for 
the  State  block  grant  pilot  program: 

3.  Ohio  (11/22/88) 

2.  Oregon  (11/25/88) 

3.  Washington  (11/28/88) 

4.  Hawaii  (11/29/88) 

5.  New  Mexico  (11/29/88) 

6.  South  Dakota  (11/30/88) 

7.  Wyoming  (12/8/88) 

8.  Kentucky  (2/15/89) 


The  following  States  did  not  respond  with  letters  of  interest 
under  Part  156: 

1.  Alabama 

2.  Alaska 

3.  American  Samoa 

4.  Arkansas 

5.  Columbia 

6.  Georgia 

7 .  Guam 

8.  Louisiana 

9.  Maryland 

10.  Nevada 

11.  North  Mariana  Islands 

12.  Tennessee 

13.  Utah 

14.  Vermont 


gtate  BlocV:  Grant  Pilot  Proar?in 
Applications  and  Letters  of  Interest 


ihe  roliowing  States  submitted  applications  for  the  State  block 
grant  pilot  program; 

1.  Puerto  Rico  (2/8/89) 

2.  New  Jersey  (2/17/89) 

3.  Michigan  (2/22/89) 

4.  Wisconsin  (2/22/89) 

5.  Illinois  (2/23/89) 

6.  Missouri  (2/23/89) 

7.  Kansas  (2/24/89) 

8.  Connecticut  (2/27/89) 

9.  North  Carolina  (2/27/89) 

10.  Minnesota  (2/28/89) 


The  following  States  submitted  letters  of  interest  and  later 
responded  that  they  will  not  apply  for  the  State  block  grant 
pilot  program: 

1.  Massachusetts  (12/30/88) 

2.  Virgin  islands  (1/18/89) 

3.  Palau  (1/24/89) 

4.  Nebraska  (2/2/89) 

5.  California  (2/7/89) 

6.  Iowa  (2/13/89) 

7.  Texas  (2/14/89) 

8.  Delaware  (2/16/89) 

9.  Colorado  (2/23/89) 


The  following  States  also  submitted  letters  of  interest  and  did 
not  apply  for  the  State  block  grant  pilot  program; 

1.  North  Dakota  (10/27/88) 

2.  Maine  (10/28/88) 

3.  Oklahoma  (11/1/88) 

4.  Idaho  (ir/7/88) 

5.  Pennsylvania  (11/7/88) 

6.  Rhode  Island  (11/9/88) 

7.  West  Virginia  (11/15/88) 

8.  New  York  (11/17/88) 

9.  Indiana  (11/18/88) 

10.  Mississippi  (11/18/88) 

11.  Virginia  (11/21/88) 

12.  South  Carolina  (11/23/88) 

13.  Montana  (11/28/88) 

14.  Arizona  (11/29/88) 

15.  New  Hampshire  (12/8/88) 

16.  Florida  (12/9/88) 


APPENDIX  C 


APPROVAL  MEMORANDUM  FOR  STATE  SELECTION 


Memorandum 


SubiKi 


from- 


To 


ACTION  t  stat«  S«l«ctlon  for  Blocic 
Grant  Pilot  Program 


D..  APR  2  5 1989 


Aasociata  Administrator 
for  Airports,  ARP-l 


Ann  ol 


Ths  Acting  Administrator 

Bassd  on  applications  submittsd  undsr  Fsdsral  Aviation 
Rsgulations,  Part  156,  ths  Statss  of  Illinois,  North 
Carolina,  and  Missouri  arm  racommsndsd  for  ths  Stats  Block 
Grant  Pilot  Program.  Ns  rscslvsd  35  Isttsrs  of  intsrsst, 
although  formal  applications  vsrs  submittsd  by  a  total  of  lo 
Statss.  Ths  pilot  program  calls  for  up  to  thrss  Statss  to 
administsr  Airport  Improvsmsnt  Program  (AlP)  grants  for 
nonprimary  airports  during  fiscal  ysars  1990  and  1991. 

Ths  purposs  of  ths  Stats  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  is  to 
Idsntify  administrativs  functions  which  might  succsssfully 
bs  shifted  to  or  shared  with  Statss  in  carrying  out  ths  AlP. 
Ths  pilot  program  may  result  in  recommendations  to  either 
develop  Stats  participation  Mrs  fully  or  retain  ths  present 
grant  functions  within  FAA.  A  report  to  Congress  will 
contain  ths  results  of  ths  pilot  program  and  recommendations 
on  future  actions. 

An  ad  hoc  Stats  selection  committss,  consisting  of  ths  six 
undersigned,  reviewed  applications  and  determined  each 
applicant  met  the  mandatory  requirements  set  forth  in  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Safety  and  capacity  Bxpanmion  Act  of 
1987.  These  include  State  organisational  capability, 
planainq  process,  programming  process,  ^ocedural 
reqairements,  and  provision  of  program  information.  These 
reqairemsnte  are  described  in  Section  116  of  the  Act  which 
is  reprinted  in  its  entirety  in  the  preamble  to  the  attached 
Part  156. 

The  selection  committee  discussed  each  application,  ranked 
them  in  order  of  relative  merit,  and  used  teas  judgment  to 
ensure  an  appropriate  and  diverse  group  of  selected  States. 
The  diversity  factors  considered  by  the  committee  include 
FAA  regional  boundaries,  demography,  the  historical  number 
of  annual  AIP  projects  in  a  State,  and  State  enabling 
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Ittgislatlon.  Diversity  factors  vara  previously  outlined  for 
the  States. 

We  recoaaend  that  you  approve  this  State  selection.  We  also 
reconaend  coordination  with  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  and 
have  prepared  the  attached  Baaorandua  for  your  signature. 

The  pilot  prograa  is  considered  a  subject  of  great  interest 
to  States  and  airport  grant  recipients.  Letters  to 
interested  States  will  be  sent  upon  this  approval  and 
coordination.  A  press  release  has  also  been  prepared. 


Michael  3/  Harrison 


Lch^d  L.  Rc 


S-300 


vel  1\\  H .  C^hnso/i ,  APP-500 


Concur  iiX/i 

Concur:  a 

n 

Concur: 

« 

/ 

Approved! : 


pu^st  Me 

n 

Pau^.^alis,  API 


Lr.^m^ud,  A|kP-l  ~ 

( 1- 


M.  Oel^lzo^  A3^1 

%L/ 

E.  Whittihgt^,  AOA-1  (Acting) 


Date: 

Date: 

Date:  ^ 

— 7 

Date; 

Date : 

Date ; 

Date:4j/^^? 

Date: 

iPR  2  ^  ' 

Date; 

Date 
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APPENDIX  D.  ADDENDUM  TO  THE  GROUND  RULES 


June  1989 


State  Bloclc  Grant  Pilot  Program 
Addendum  to  the  Ground  Rules 


In  addition  to  information  contained  in  the  original  booklet  on 
procedures  for  State  applications,  the  following  issues  need  to 
be  discussed  individually  between  the  FAA  and  the  selected 
States.  Each  of  these  issues  may  be  subject  to  %n:itten  agreement 
between  the  FAA  and  States  due  to  variations  in  existing  State 
law  or  procedures.  A  tentative  list  of  program  evaluation 
factors  is  also  presented  below: 

1.  Environmental  Responsibilities.  The  environmental  impact 
assessment  process  under  the  pilot  program  may  differ  in  each 
State  due  to  applicable  State  laws  or  requirements.  The  process 
will  be  agreed  upon  by  the  FAA  and  States  to  insure  environmental 
impact  is  adequately  addressed. 

Participating  pilot  States  shall  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  as  a  matter  of  policy.  States 
sxibject  to  their  o%m  environmental  requirements  shall  follow  them 
if  they  are  comparable  to  NEPA  as  defined  in  the  U.S.  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulation.  States  which  have  no 
such  requirements  shall  follow  the  CEQ  regulation. 

Approval  of  State  block  grants  are  categorically  excluded  federal 
actions  from  the  standpoint  of  environmental  processing  since  FAA 
does  not  decide  on  the  list  of  funded  projects.  Environmental 
impact  assessment  responsibilities  except  Part  150  studies  have 
been  passed  to  States,  and  CEQ  may  ask  to  review  the  State 
agreement  or  procedures  on  these  requirements. 

2.  Monitoring  Sponsor  Compliance  with  Grant  Assurances.  The 
extent  and  duration  of  State  compliance  responsibilities  may  be 
negotiated  with  FAA.  Reports  on  violations  of  grant  assurances 
will  be  considered  during  program  review.  The  U.S.  Departments 
of  Labor,  Transportation,  or  FAA  Regional  Offices  may  participate 
in  investigations. 

3.  Airport  Layout  Plans.  Airport  layout  plans  (ALP)  under  the 
pilot  program  are  to  be  coordinated  with  all  interested  parties, 
including  FAA,  and  approved  by  the  States.  The  completed  ALP 
should  be  submitted  to  the  FAA  field  office  which  will  provide  an 
advisory  opinion  rather  than  plan  approval.  This  advisory 
opinion  will  address  the  safety,  utility,  and  efficiency  of  the 
ALP.  Variations  on  this  ALP  procedure,  if  desired,  will  be 
agreed  upon  by  the  FAA  and  States. 


If  justification  is  dsvslopsd  on  adding  a  location  to  ths 
National  Plan  of  Intsgratsd  Airport  Systaas,  ths  Stat,s  aay  s\ibBit 
that  docuBSiitation  to  FAA. 

4.  Reporting  and  Evaluation.  Ths  pro j set  aonitoring  and 
reporting  system  for  ths  pilot  prograa  will  bs  agrssd  upon  by  the 
FAA  and  each  Stats.  Ongoing  rsvisv  by  FAA  is  rsquirsd  by  ths 
Act.  An  advisory  tsaa  coapossd  of  FAA  hsadquartsrs  and  fisld 
representatives  will  conduct  evaluations  i#hich  aay  include  visits 
to  project  sites  and  to  Stats  offices  during  ths  pilot  prograa. 

A  second  nesting  between  the  three  States  and  FAA  will  be  held  in 
June  1990.  A  suaaary  report  froa  each  State  will  be  requested  by 
January  1991  for  input  to  the  Report  to  Congress. 

Tentative  program  evaluation  factors  to  be  considered  by  the 
advisory  team  include  the  following: 

a.  Pre>project  Activities 

1.  Acceptable  project  justification,  eligibility, 
priority  assignment,  cost  allowability,  and  use  of 
capital  improvement  programning 

2.  Involvement  and  agreements  with  airport  sponsors  or 
other  interested  parties 

3.  Satisfactory  airport  layout  planning,  modification 
of  standards,  and  coordination  with  interested 
parties  based  on  FAA  design  or  construction 
procedures 

4.  Compliance  with  NEPA  through  NEPA-like  State 
environmental  laws  or  the  U.S.  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  regulation 

b.  Project  Activities 

1.  Compliance  with  procurement  requirements 

2.  Satisfactory  land  acquisition  and  relocation  process 

3.  Enforcement  of  labor,  civil  rights,  and  related 
assurances 

4.  Project  monitoring  and  safety  during  construction 

5 .  Audit 

c.  Post-project  Compliance  with  Legislated  Requirements 

d.  State/Local/FAA  Relationship 

1.  Comments  from  sponsors  or  others 

2.  State  block  grant  administrative  costs 

3.  State/ local/FAA  coordination  at  each  stage  of 
airport  projects 


APPENDIX  E.  FINAL  ILLINOIS  REPORT 


FAA  STATE  BLOCK  GRAMT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


FINAL  STATE  REPORT 
STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 


Illinois  was  selected  as  one  of  three  states  to  participate  in  the 
FAA's  Pilot  Program  of  "State  Block  Grants”  under  the  1987  AIP 
legislation.  This  program  was  initiated  to  determine  the  capabili¬ 
ties  of  selected  states  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  the 
administration  and  investment  of  the  aviation  trust  fund  for  all 
classes  of  facilities,  less  primary  airports.  Illinois  welcomed 
the  opportunity  and  challenge  to  undertake  this  program. 

We  are  completing  the  second  full  year  of  this  pilot  program  and 
feel  it  has  been  a  very  successful,  while  providing  unique 
opportunities  and  challenges.  Some  of  the  more  identifiable 
aspects  are: 

o  Control  of  the  annual  program  allowing  for  the  preplan¬ 
ning  of  projects  and  studies. (ie.  EA,  ALP,  Permits,  Land, 
Design,  etc.) 

o  Flexibility  to  set  all  project  time  frames  for  plans, 
specifications,  award  and  construction  on  an  annual 
basis . 

o  Advertisement  and  award  of  contracts  significantly 
earlier  in  the  construction  cycle  (November  -  February) 
which  results  in  more  favorable  bids,  ultimately  allowing 
the  funding  of  additional  projects. 

o  Maximization  of  the  construction  season. 

o  Ability  and  freedom  to  proceed  with  eminent  domain 
actions  for  land  acquisition  knowing  that  funding  is 
available  when  a  verdict  is  rendered. 

o  Increased  emphasis  on  timely  project  closure  which 
enables  recouped  monies  to  become  available  for  reinvest¬ 
ment  within  the  program. 

The  following  paragraphs  discuss  the  thirteen  points  that  were 
asked  to  be  covered  in  our  analysis  of  the  program. 


1.  Illinois  is  one  of  a  few  states  that  have  a  Channeling  Act 
which  requires  that  all  federal  funds  allocated  to  local  units  of 
government  be  passed  through  and  appropriated  from  the  state 
treasury.  For  the  past  twelve  years,  we  have  not  only  prepared  an 
annual,  but  a  five  year  development  program  for  airports  that  is 


based  on  anticipated  federa?.  and  state  funding  levels  as  well  as  a 
balanced  and  prioritized  capital  iaiprovement  program  utilizing  the 
federal  priority  system. 

Our  coordination  process  consists  of  holding  annual  'sponsor* 
meetings  in  the  fall  where  every  public  airport,  as  well  as 
essential  private  airports  can  express  their  needs  and  desires. 
During  these  meetings,  the  sponsors  present  their  desires  for  the 
next  five  years  on  sheets  known  as  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP)  sheets.  It  also  provides  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
compliance,  certification,  and  the  federal  and  state  priority 
systems  for  projects  as  well  as  providing  a  '*one-on-one"  contact 
with  the  airport  owners,  management,  and  consultants.  Additional¬ 
ly,  there  are  representatives  from  FAA*s  ADO  office,  our  Bureau  of 
Aviation  Safety  and  Education,  and  other  interested  parties.  Upon 
completion  of  the  meeting,  airport  sponsors  are  given  a  general 
indication  of  their  project's  priority  and  when  it  may  be  antici¬ 
pated  based  upon  our  best  estimate.  Sometime  in  April  or  May  of 
the  following  year,  the  annual  program  is  announced. 

Shortly  after  the  announcement,  a  'Letter  of  Agreement*  (LOA)  is 
sent  to  the  airport  sponsor's  which  offers  them  a  commitment  to 
proceed  with  the  project  and  sets  forth  a  time  schedule  that  they 
must  meet  for  submittal  of  an  application,  design  plans  and  award 
of  the  project.  If  a  sponsor  must  defer  a  project  for  any  reason, 
the  next  prior ivy  project  is  brought  forward  from  the  program 
listing.  It  may  or  may  not  be  from  the  same  airport.  There  have 
been  no  changes  or  problems  experienced  as  a  result  of  the  pilot 
program. 

In  order  to  assist  the  airports  in  the  preparation  of  the  PreAppli- 
cation  for  project  funding,  we  have  compiled  a  short  instruction 
booklet  for  their  use.  A  copy  is  in  the  enclosure  package. 

2.  Our  standard  Grant  Agreement  was  modeled  after  the  Division's 
Agency  and  Participation  Agreement  that  has  been  in  use  for  several 
years.  This  'Participation  Agreement*  is  used  for  each  and  every 
subgrant  issued  under  the  block  grant  program.  Part  of  the 
agreement  are  the  assurances  for  the  grant.  A  copy  of  both  are 
included  in  the  attachments.  There  have  been  few  problems  with 
this  arrangement.  The  sponsors  are  accustomed  to  this  arrangement 
and  find  that  it  spells  out  the  du.\es,  relationships,  and 
financial  responsibilities  of  each  participant. 

3.  All  of  the  Block  Grant  projects  must  conform  to  a  current  FAA 
approved  Airport  Layout  Plan  (ALP) ,  and  to  the  FAA  design  standards 
as  contained  in  1)  AIRPORT  DESIGN  AC  150/5300-13  of  September 
29,1989  and  2)  RUNWAY  LENGTH  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  AIRPORT  DESIGN  AC 
150/5325-4A  of  January  29,  1990.  In  addition,  all  construction 
work  must  conform  to  the  "Illinois  Standard  Specifications  for  Con¬ 
struction  of  Airports"  dated  January  1985  which  has  been  approved 
by  the  FAA.  Part  of  the  uniqueness  of  the  standard  specifications 
is  the  blending  of  standard  highway  materials  to  arrive  at  and  meet 
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FAA  specifications.  This  has  proved  to  be  useful  not  only  to 
contractors  for  bidding,  but  to  the  material  suppliers  and  has  been 
reflected  in  competitive  bid  proposals. 

No  major  problems  have  been  encountered  by  the  consultants  in  the 
implementation  of  the  revised  design  standards.  All  of  the 
consultants  have  the  new  AC's  plus  their  computer  versions. 

4.  Under  the  Block  Grant  program,  the  state  is  responsible  for 
all  reviews  and  approvals  of  the  requisite  environmental  studies 
associated  with  projects.  Although  Illinois  is  not  a  "NEPA"  state, 
we  process  all  environmental  actions  in  accordance  with  the 
guidelines  of  the  federal  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  and 
prepare  documents  to  meet  their  standards.  This  has  been  done  to 
ensure  reimbursement  at  later  dates  and/or  to  lessen  any  chance  of 
litigation.  Under  the  Block  Grant,  we  have  continued  to  have  the 
FAA  ADO  review  our  documents.  All  of  the  technical  re/iews  of 
environmental  assessments  are  done  by  the  Division  as  are  the 
Findings  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI) .  These  are  reviewed  and 
the  findings  are  forwarded  to  FAA  for  coordination,  review  and 
concurrence . 

5.  There  are  many  means  by  which  the  Division  coordinates  with 
the  sponsor,  their  consultants,  FAA,  and  other  interested  parties 
relative  to  projects  and  programs  at  the  various  airports  during 
the  year.  Among  these  actions  aret 

o  Annual  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP's)  meet¬ 
ings  on  five  year  program  with  sponsors  and  FAA 

o  Publication  of  statewide  airport  directory  listing 
addresses  and  phone  numbers  of  airport  managers,  board 
members,  at;:orneys,  and  engineers. 

o  Member  of  Illinois  Public  Airport  Association  and  assist 
and  co-sponsor  the  two  semi-annual  meetings  of  the 
organization  which  is  composed  of  nearly  all  of  the 
public  airports  within  the  state. 

o  Daily  contact  with  airport  sponsors,  managers,  and/or 
consultants  on  a  multitude  of  areas  of  concern  relative 
to  past,  present  and  future  projects  at  the  airports. 
The  Division  is  used  as  a  reference  and  focal  point  to 
which  individuals  turn  wh.in  any  type  of  problem  or 
concern  arises  relative  to  any  facet  of  the  federal  AlP 
program. 

o  The  Division  has  published  and  provides  to  every  airport 
sponsor  a  booklet  entitled  "Consultant  Selection  Hand¬ 
book".  This  booklet  tells  the  sponsors  the  process  which 
they  must  follow  in  selection  of  a  consultant  for  any 
project.  The  maximum  time  period  of  selection  is  three 
to  five  years. 
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The  Division  has  written  and  published  a  materials 
inspection  and  certification  handbook  which  has  been 
approved  by  the  ADO.  Seminars  have  been  held  and  are 
required  for  all  consultants  and  their  resident  engineers 
to  become  familiar  with  the  book  and  any  new  requirements 
by  FAA  or  the  State. 

o  The  Division  certifies  the  engineering  design  and  project 
completeness  of  all  construction  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions.  Pre-design  conferences  are  held  for  each  project 
prior  to  the  start  of  any  work  at  which  time  a  booklet 
entitled  'Standards  for  Plan  Development'  is  provided  to 
the  consultant.  This  booklet  has  been  approved  by  the 
ADO  and  sets  the  standards  for  all  plan  drawings,  special 
provisions,  engineering  report  and  agreement  for  engi¬ 
neering  services.  Progress  reviews  are  coordinated  with 
the  consultant  and  the  sponsor  at  both  the  25%  and  95% 
levels.  In  addition,  a  detailed  check  list  is  reviewed 
relative  to  the  project  with  a  copy  provided  to  the 
airport  and  the  consultant. 

o  The  Division  has  undertaken  the  entire  airspace  coordi¬ 
nation  process  for  projects  under  the  Block  Grant  program 
with  oversight  assistance  provided  by  the  ADO. 

o  The  Division,  in  cooperation  with  airport  sponsor, 

prepares  individual  DBE  plans  for  each  airport.  The 
process  and  goals  are  discussed  annually  with  FAA  civil 
rights  office  and  the  results  transmitted  to  them  for 
approval . 

o  The  Division  is  required  by  statute  to  inspect  all 

airports  and  heliports  certified  and  licensed  by  the 
State  on  an  annual  basis.  Information  from  our  5010  and 
PCI  programs,  impromptu  inspections,  and  pilot  and  staff 
reports  alert  us  to  any  compliance  concerns.  When  noted, 
the  owner  is  notified  and  given  a  time  for  corrective 
action . 

o  The  State  is  in  the  process  of  initiating  a  program  of 
allowing  both  Federal  and  State  representatives  to 
announce  project  awards  within  their  respective  dis¬ 
tricts. 

o  It  is  planned  to  conduct  a  series  of  seminars  for  airport 
sponsors  on  a  variety  of  topics.  Among  these  will  be 
ones  on  understanding  of  grant  assurances,  responsibili¬ 
ties  and  duties  of  airport  board  members,  and  time 
sequencing  of  studies,  permits,  design,  and  etc.  leading 
to  a  project  award. 

6.  The  State  complies  with  all  known  federal  and  state  procure- 
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ment  requirements.  All  projects  are  bid  and  awarded  by  and  through 
the  State.  Only  those  prime  (including  DBE)  contractors  who  are 
prequalified  with  the  State  are  allowed  to  request  and  submit  bids 
for  projects.  In  the  case  of  studies,  only  those  consultants  who 
are  prequalified  can  undertake  the  proposed  studies  (master  plan, 
environmental,  ALP,  drainage,  etc).  Appraisers  and  relocation 
specialists  must  be  prequalified  with  the  State  also.  The 
Participation  Agreement  also  specifies  the  procurement  requirements 
in  text  and  in  certain  of  the  assurances. 

7 .  The  Chicago  ADO  has  long  ago  accepted  the  land  acquisition 
program  administered  by  the  Division  of  Aeronautics.  We  have  not 
done  anything  different  under  the  Block  Grant  program  than  in  the 
past  relative  to  the  appraisal  process  and  relocation  program.  We 
have,  however,  not  made  any  grant  awards  for  land  acquisition  until 
the  property  has  been  acquired  either  by  negotiation  or  court 
award.  However,  we  have  issued  some  grants  based  upon  a  contract 
to  purchase. 

Land  acquisition  continues  to  be  one  of  the  major  stumbling 
blocks  to  airport  development  within  the  state.  Neither  the 
Division  nor  the  individual  airports  have  general  quick-take 
powers.  Most  acquisitions  are  through  Eminent  Domain  proceedings 
which  are  long  and  drawn-out  in  many  parts  of  the  state  (especially 
the  major  metropolitan  areas) .  As  a  result,  the  local  airport 
sponsor  could  be  required  to  provide  a  large  sum  of  money  at  a 
judgement  date  without  benefit  of  any  available  federal  and/or 
state  money.  Consequently,  many  land  acquisition  cases  require 
several  years  prior  to  resolution. 

8.  Illinois  requires  that  the  individual  airports  assign  the 
project  management  tasks  to  the  Division  of  Aeronautics.  After  the 
receipt  of  bids  ,  a  preconstruction  conference  is  held  at  the 
airport,  with  the  FAA,  the  consulting  engineer,  the  prime/sub¬ 
contractors,  and  the  manager.  All  aspects  of  the  contract,  safety 
plan,  engineering  reports,  payment  requests,  change  orders,  and 
other  items  are  reviewed  and  procedures  for  their  compliance  are 
discussed.  Mix  designs  are  reviewed,  corrected,  and  certified  to 
by  the  Division.  Quality  control  of  mix  designs  are  also  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Division. 

Relative  to  safety,  a  specific  plan  is  included  in  the 
construction  plan  package  to  identify  communication  requirements; 
contractor  staging  areas;  haul  roads;  restricted  areas;  general 
airport  operations  areas;  runway,  taxiway,  personnel  and  vehicle 
markings;  instrument  landing  system  (ILS) ;  localizer  critical 
areas;  and  etc.  It  is  designed  to  maximize  the  margin  of  safety 
between  construction  activities  and  aircraft  operations.  The  plan 
is  thoroughly  reviewed  and  approved  by  FAA. 

On  construction  projects,  daily  monitoring  is  accomplished  by 
the  resident  engineer  (engineering  consultant)  who  is  responsible 
to  the  State  and  a  daily  record  is  kept.  In  addition,  weekly 
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construction  progress  and  inspection  reports  are  required. 
Division  personnel  conduct  periodic  on-site  inspections  during 
construction  to  ensure  compliance  with  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
contract  and  grant  are  met,  safety  requirements  are  being  followed, 
and  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  record  keeping,  inspection  and 
other  aspects  are  in  accord  with  the  State  regulations. 

Construction  administration  is  handled  by  the  construction 
section  in  coordination  with  the  contracts  section  of  our  Bureau  of 
Administrative  Services  who  process  contractor  and  engineer  payment 
vouchers.  After  final  inspection  of  the  project  with  the  sponsor, 
the  consulting  engineer,  and  a  representative  of  the  contractor  to 
determine  project  conformance  with  the  plans  and  specifications  and 
that  all  punch  list  items  are  corrected,  final  payment  is  autho¬ 
rized. 

9.  During  the  State  Block  Pilot  Program  the  Division  handled  one 
discrimination  complaint  from  Aerial  Enterprises  against  the  City 
of  Peru, 

As  of  this  date,  the  issue  has  not  been  completely  settled, 
however,  the  Division  determined  as  a  result  of  a  meeting  held  with 
all  affected  parties  that  there  was  no  patent  evidence  of  discrimi¬ 
nation  by  the  City  of  Peru.  The  basic  problem  stemmed  from  the 
lack  of  adequate  communication  on  behalf  of  both  parties. 

It  was  our  opinion  that  there  was  no  apparent  discrimination 
against  Aerial  Enterprises  by  the  City,  but  a  series  of  miscommun- 
ications  which  led  to  the  impasse.  The  net  result  was  that  an 
operating  agreement  was  not  offered  by  the  City  due  to  an  ordinance 
which  prevents  the  City  from  executing  such  agreements  when  there 
is  an  outstanding  debt.  The  debt  was  incurred  because  the  City  was 
sending  out  billings  to  Aerial  Enterprises  for  the  use  of  the 
airport,  but  Aerial  has  refused  to  pay  them  for  lack  of  an 
agreement . 

As  a  part  of  the  Block  Grant  program,  the  Division  set  an  overall 
DBE  goal  of  10%  for  FY  90  and  11%  for  FY  91.  Our  accomplishment 
for  FY  90  was  17.58%  and  14.93%  for  FY  91.  This  is  for  all  catego¬ 
ries  of  airports  including  primary  except  for  O'Hare,  Midway  and 
Meigs  and  excluding  professional  services.  In  June  1990,  the 
Division  changed  the  standard  consultants'  agreement  to  require  a 
minimum  of  10%  DBE  on  all  professional  services  contracts. 

The  overall  percentage  fell  approximately  3%  in  FY  91  and  this 
primarily  reflects  the  influence  of  the  new  requirements.  WBE 
contracts  lead  DBE  for  both  fiscal  years  with  black  DBE's  and 
Caucasian  WBE's  leading  the  ethnic  breakdowns.  Hispanic  Americans 
were  third  in  both  categories. 

Our  procedures  during  block  grant  were  mirror  images  of  those  used 
prior  to  block  grant  and  for  those  used  primary  airports.  The 
Division  sets  the  overall  goals;  however,  IDOT's  Office  of  Small 
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Business  maintains  the  DBE  directory  and  performs  the  certification 
process  and  field  checks.  Waivers  are  issued  by  the  Division; 
however,  only  2+  per  year  are  even  required  and  usually  for  less 
than  3-4%  on  an  idividual  project. 

No  problems  with  civil  rights  and  labor  issues  have  surfaced  during 
the  Block  Grant  Program. 

During  the  course  of  the  Block  Grant  program,  the  Division  has 
performed  onsite  compliance  inspections  at  34  airports.  They  were 
done  as  a  part  of  the  Division's  annual  programs  as  well  as  in 
conjunction  with  5010  and  PCI  programs. 

After  each  visit,  the  airports  received  a  letter  explaining  their 
weaknesses  which  usually  involved  the  runway  approach  areas.  Most 
of  the  time  it  was  maintenance-related  items  for  which  we  gave  them 
30-90  days  to  correct  the  problem. 

Only  one  airport  in  72  has  been  threatened  with  a  potential  non- 
compliance  procedure.  However,  the  threat  was  used  to  get  their 
attention  on  a  problem  which  has  been  present  for  4-5  years. 

10.  The  management  of  federal  funds  is  handled  in  the  same  manner 
as  those  of  the  AIP  projects.  All  payments  of  the  federal  share  of 
eligible  costs  utilize  the  Automated  Clearing  House  (ACH)  system  of 
direct  requests  to  receive  federal  Letter  of  Credit  funds. 

Invoices  are  reviewed  and  approved  on  an  individual  basis  by  the 
planning,  design,  construction  and/or  land  rights  sections.  The 
charges  for  EA's,  Part  150 's,  ALP's,  Master  Plans,  and  Drainage 
Plans  are  approved  by  the  planning  section.  Design  charges  are 
approved  by  the  design  section  and  Exhibit  'A'  preparations  are 
approved  by  the  land  rights  section.  All  charges  are  approved 
based  upon  limits  established  in  approved  Engineering  Agreements 
for  the  work  items. 

Construction  payments  are  made  based  upon  weekly  field  construction 
reports  submitted  by  the  consultant's  resident  engineer.  These 
reports  provide  weekly  updates  of  construction  accomplished  by  the 
prime  contractor.  These  reports  are  reviewed,  taking  into  account 
awarded  and/or  approved  changes  or  added  quantities,  and  the  newly 
accomplished  work  quantities  are  entered  into  our  preprogrammed 
computerized  payment  system.  The  final  payment  is  made  to  the 
prime  contractor  after  the  final  inspection,  and  all  required 
affidavits,  releases  and  payroll  records  have  been  submitted. 

Reimbursements  to  sponsors  for  acquired  parcels  of  land  and 
eligible  support  costs  are  paid  only  after  all  title  documentation 
is  approved  by  this  office.  Advance  payments  may  be  made  in  the 
case  of  an  approvable  contract  to  purchase  or  in  the  case  of  a 
court  directed  payment  in  connection  with  condemnation  proceedings. 
Any  interest  accrued  by  the  sponsor  from  these  advance  funds  is 
required  to  be  returned  by  the  sponsor  to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 


7 


Reimbursements  and/or  credits  of  the  sponsor's  share  of  project 
costs  are  made  after  approved  contracts /agreements  are  on  file  and 
when  proof  of  payment  has  been  provided  this  office. 

Project  records  and  operating  systems  that  support  the  management 
of  the  State  Block  Grant  funds  are  the  same  that  support  the  AIP 
projects  and  the  State's  State/Local  projects.  The  electronic 
records  are  interlocked  with  the  construction  payment  and  change 
order  portion  of  the  system  with  this  information  being  continually 
updated  into  the  individual  project  records.  Each  record  contains 
an  itemized  breakdown  of  each  portion  of  that  project  as  well  as 
detail  data  on  each  individual  payment. 

The  Illinois  Division  of  Aeronautics  system  of  records  and 
procedures  have  been  approved  by  the  FAA  as  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984.  A  copy  of  each  sponsor's 
annual  audit  report  is  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  Department 
of  Transportation's  Audit  Section  for  review  to  insure  its 
compliance  with  Single  Audit  Act  and  OMB  Circular  A-128. 

A  "Financial  Closure  Check  List"  is  followed  for  each  individual 
project  to  insure  that  all  possible  facets  are  considered  and 
reviewed  for  completeness  and  accuracy.  An  affidavit  is  required 
from  each  participant  who  has  received  project  funds  to  attest  that 
it  has  been  paid  or  reimbursed  in  full.  All  "cost  plus  fixed  fee" 
engineering  charges  are  recalculated,  as  required,  with  approved 
overhead/ burden  rates  being  utilized.  Over-or-under  payment 
situations  are  reviewed  for  accuracy.  When  all  final  costs  are 
determined  and  approved,  the  final  Letter  of  Credit  drawdown  of 
federal  funds  will  be  made,  or  a  rebate  will  be  made  if  the  case 
warrants.  This  closure  system  is  the  same  as  used  for  all  AIP 
projects  with  the  ADO. 

11.  Feedback  from  airport  sponsors  and  consultants  on  the  State 
Block  Grant  Program  has  been  extremely  positive  in  all  respects. 
This  was  borne  out  during  the  FAA  review  team  visit  to  several  of 
the  airports.  Sponsors  like  the  knowledge  of  a  project  guarantee 
so  that  those  with  little  working  cash  can  tell  a  consultant  to 
work  on  the  engineering  for  the  project  as  soon  as  they  sign  the 
LOA.  The  early  award  of  projects  and  grants  is  another  facet 
appreciated  not  only  by  the  sponsors,  but  by  the  State  as  well. 
Not  only  do  we  all  benefit  from  favorable  bids,  but  the  projects 
can  begin  early  in  the  construction  season.  This  is  borne  out  from 
the  graph  in  the  attachment  showing  distribution  of  grant  awards 
under  State  Block  Grant  and  the  regular  AIP  programs. 

In  addition,  the  airports  have  not  had  to  resort  to  any  consider¬ 
ation  of  utilizing  political  influence  to  obtain  a  project.  The 
State  has  also  not  experienced  any  type  of  inquiries  or  pressure  on 
the  part  of  any  airport  project.  The  close  working  relationship 
betv/een  the  State  staff  and  the  local  sponsors  has  allowed  for  a 
understanding  of  the  overall  program  needs,  capabilities  and  how 
each  fits  into  the  five  year  program  in  relation  to  other  airports 
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in  the  system. 


12.  The  State  did  not  experience  any  additional  costs  to  initiate 
the  program.  All  of  the  required  work  phases  of  the  program  were 
already  being  accomplished  and  in  place.  From  our  experience,  the 
administrative  overhead  costs  of  the  program  have  been  running 
about  two  percent  (2%)  for  the  block  grant  amount. 

13.  The  State  of  Illinois  and  the  Division  of  Aeronautics  are  very 
pleased  with  the  State  Block  Grant  Program.  It  has  allowed  us  to 
make  effective  and  efficient  use  of  the  reinvestment  of  federal  AIP 
funds.  Not  only  was  the  program  a  benefit  to  the  state,  it  also 
was  beneficial  to  the  Chicago  FAA  ADO.  The  Illinois  Division  of 
Aeronautics  and  the  Chicago  ADO  have  always  worked  very  closely. 
The  Pilot  Program  just  accentuated  how  effectively  the  two  agencies 
can  complement  each  other  in  working  together.  We  would  definite¬ 
ly  like  to  see  the  program  continued  into  the  future.  In  discus¬ 
sions  with  the  federal  review  team,  it  was  noted  that  the  current 
recommendation  is  to  allow  all  states  the  opportunity  to  have  block 
grants.  However,  the  thought  is  to  restrict  the  grants  to  general 
aviation  (GA)  apportionment.  This  would  be  a  giant  step  backwards 
for  Illinois  and  other  states  who  have  similar  organizations  and 
capabilities. 

We  believe  that  it  is  the  states'  who  can  most  effectively  manage 
their  own  airport  system,  through  knowledge  of  state  economic 
development,  individual  airport  needs,  and  capabilities  of  both 
state  and  local  governing  bodies  to  support  the  program. 

EVERY  STATE  SHOULD  PARTICIPATE 

Every  state  should  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
Block  Grant  concept.  Realizing  that  some  states  have  very  limited 
capability,  an  incentive  program  should  be  developed  that  would 
allow  them,  as  a  minimum,  to  administer  the  State  Apportionment 
Funds.  This  could  be  encouraged  by  allowing  the  state  a  2% 
Administrative  cost.  Based  on  our  experience,  the  FAA  would  reap 
a  return  greater  than  2%  on  this  investment.  The  plus  factors  as 
discussed  in  the  Final  State  Report  would  more  than  offset  any  cost 
incurred. 

GRADUATED  STATE  PARTICIPATION 

If  the  State  has  sufficient  staff,  an  additional  incentive  would 
be  to  offer  the  Reliever  and  Commercial  Service  categories.  Once 
again  the  state  could  receive  2%  of  the  Grant  amount  for  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  program.  FAA  guidelines  could  be  established  around 
staffing  levels  that  would  be  recommended  for  the  varying  grant 
amounts  over  the  United  States.  The  application  process  would 
allow  for  a  written  proposal  on  how  the  state  was  planning  to 
administer  the  grant.  States,  who  in  the  judgement  of  regional  and 
local  district  offices  of  the  FAA,  have  the  staff,  capabilities  and 
mechanisms  as  currently  in  place  under  the  pilot  program  should 
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have  the  opportunity  to  undertake  the  block  grant  program. 

CONSOLIDATED  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM/MULTI-YEAR  PROGRAM 

Any  state  administering  a  block  grant  should,  as  a  minimxim,  have  a 
State  Airport  System  Plan.  The  plan  would  be  supported  by  the 
individual  Airport  Layout  Plans.  This  requirement  would  insure  a 
longer  term  planning  process.  States  that  desire  to  administer  the 
Reliever  and  Commercial  Service  funds  must  have  a  published  Multi¬ 
year  program  covering  at  least  5  years  of  development  at  (qualified 
a irports . 

BLOCK  GRANT  AMENDMENTS 


The  State  Block  Program  should  also  allow  the  states  to  compete  for 
discretionary  dollars  just  like  any  other  airport.  Many  states 
will  be  operating  on  a  very  minimal  amount  of  funds  especially  if 
they  only  administer  the  state  apportionment  funds.  This  could  be 
insufficient  to  develop  the  states  general  Aviation  system.  If  all 
of  the  projects  are  put  under  contract  by  a  state,  they  should  be 
able  to  compete  for  this  money.  Projects  that  are  ready  to  go  and 
can  be  awarded  based  on  bids  or  a  land  contract  to  purchase  could 
compete  favorable  with  projects  at  the  close  of  a  fiscal  year. 
This  year  alone  the  State  of  Illinois  could  have  expended  an 
additional  $3  million.  This  illustrates  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program  within  our  state. 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1992  STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PROJECTS(PROPOSED 


PROJECT 

PROJECT 

FEDERAL 

STATE 

LOCAL 

TOTAL 

DESCRIPTION 

NUMBER 

FUNDS 

BONDS 

GRF 

FUNDS 

FUNDS 

COMMERICAL  SERVIC 

Galesburg 

Overlay  south  portion  of 
terminal  ramp  (250'  x  750') 

92A-28-1593 

261,000 

14,500 

14,500 

290,000 

Mattoon-Charlcston 

Acg  IS  ac  in  fee.  for  line 
of  sight  protection 

1100320 

244,800 

13,600 

13,600 

272,000 

SubTotal: 

505,800 

28,100 

28,100 

562,000 

Running  Total: 

505,800 

28,100 

IKI 

28,100 

RELIVER 

Aurora 

InstaU  MIRL  Rwy  18/36 

92A-34-1575 

141,300 

7850 

7,850 

157,000 

inci  vault  e<)uip 

Install  MfTL  on  partial 
parallel  twys  to  rwy  9/27 
and  18/36,  incI  vault  work 

92A-34-1575 

701,100 

38,950 

38,950 

779,000 

Bcthalto 

92A-49-1599 

900,000 

50,000 

50,000 

1,000,000 

Cahokia 

Replace/ovcrlay  1100'  of 
rwy  12R/30L  parallel  twy, 
overlay  of  new  ext 

92A-29-1607 

399,600 

22,200 

22,200 

444,000 

Restore  crown  &  grade  rwy  4/22 

92A-29-1607 

189,000 

10,500 

10,500 

210,000 

Lansing 

Cont,  light  &  mark  partial 

92A-19-1589 

738,000 

41,000 

41,000 

820.000 

parallel/conn  twy(S)  to  Rwy 

9/27  inci  grading  &  drainage 
Land  acq-Parcel  J  (9.4ac) 

0900420 

152,100 

8,450 

8,450 

169,000 

Romeovillc 

Rehab  and  extend  ent  rd  in  new 

92A-10-1583 

558,000 

31,000 

31,000 

620,000 

S  T-Hangar  area 

Land  acq  Parcel  19-4 

1,152,000 

64,000 

64.000 

1,280,000 

Const,  light  &.  mark  12.000SY 
apron  in  S  terminal  area: 
const,  light(MrTL)  &  mark  acc 

92A-10-1583 

720,000 

40,000 

40,000 

800,000 

twy  to  apron, mitigate  wetlands 
Install  lightel  wind  cone, 
segmented  circle  &  beacon; 

3400360 

135,000 

7,500 

7,500 

150,000 

RCO 

Waukegan 

Const  conn  twy  on  rwy  5/23 

6500030 

135,000 

7,500 

7,500 

150,000 

Acq  standby  generator  for 
field  lighting  &  provide 
new  elec  vault 

6500610 

900,000 

50,000 

50,000 

1,000,000 

West  Chicago 

Const,  light  &  mark  rwy  10/28 

1500900 

438,300 

24,350 

24,350 

487,000 

bypass  twys,  stub  twys  & 
fillet  for  twy  &ALP  update 

NE  quad  drainage  impvts,  Ph  2 

92A^6-I600 

2,070,000 

115,000 

115,000 

2,300,000 

LOI(Year  #4) 

7,000,000 

388,888 

388,888 

7.777,776 

92BLOCK  04-Dec-9l 


FISCAL  YEAR  1992  STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PROJECTS(PROPOSED) 


PROJECT 

PROJECT 

FEDERAL 

STATE 

LOCAL 

TOTAL 

DESCRIPTION 

NUMBER 

funds 

BONDS 

GRF 

FUNDS 

FUNDS 

Wheeling 

Beacon  &  wind  cone 

4501360 

43,200 

2,400 

2,400 

48,000 

Land  Acq-Wolf/Hintt(#96-106) 

4501300 

3,852,000 

214,000 

214,000 

4,280,000 

Land  Acq-Wolf/Hina(m-9S  & 

4500150 

1,908,000 

106,000 

106,000 

2,120,000 

#106-114) 

Land  Acq-Wolf/Hintz(FY91  & 

3,391,200 

188,400 

188,400 

3,768,000 

#49-50) 

Adv  plans/design  engr  for 
Wolf/Hintz  Roads 

4500060 

307,800 

17,100 

17,100 

342,000 

Phase  1  Design  WolflHintz 

91A-15-1571 

0 

Land  Reinib(Parcel  51,58) 

4501194 

345,624 

19,201 

19,201 

384,026 

SubTotal: 

26,177,224 

1,454,289 

■■IQ 

1,454,289 

29.085,802 

Running  Total: 

26,683,024 

1,482,389 

HQ 

1,482,389 

29,647.802 

GENERAL  AVIATION 

Benton 

EA  for  E-W  Rwy 

92A-06-1601 

27.000 

1,500 

1,500 

30,000 

Land  acquisition  for  rwy 

Cairo 

Extend  rwy  end  14  to  4000’, 
incl  lights 

0600080 

225,000 

12,500 

12,500 

250,000 

Caibondale 

Expand  E,  S,  &  W  ramps; 
reeonst  NW  &  S  aprons; 
install  tiedowns 

5600550 

765,000 

42,500 

42,500 

850,000 

DeKalb 

Land  acq.  Parcel  #10  (16. Sac) 

1400332 

83,340 

4,630 

4,630 

92,600 

Dixon 

REILS  on  rwy  end  26 

22,500 

1,250 

1,250 

25,000 

Efrmgham 

Reconst  rwy  1 1/29  panels 

92A-22-1580 

386,754 

21,486 

21,486 

429,726 

Flora 

Land  acq  for  1000’  rwy  ext, 

St  reimb  for  ALP  St  EA 

1750180 

342,000 

19,000 

19,000 

380,000 

Freeport 

Localizer  land  acq 

0050290 

0 

lacksonvillc 

Overlay  twy  parallel  to  rwy 

13/31,  incl  conn  twy 

92A-25-1582 

408,600 

22,700 

22,700 

454,000 

<anlaikce 

Apron  strengthing 

92A-13-1597 

494,100 

27,450 

27,450 

549,000 

<ewanee 

Const,  light  &  mark  partial 
parallel  twy  to  rwy  end  27, 
overlay  E  portion  of  apron 
and  EA  reimbursement 

92A-13-1584 

526,500 

29,250 

29,250 

585,000 

-aeon 

Reconst/overlay  rwy  18/36; 
mark,  grade  &  seed 

92A-15-1585 

405,000 

22,500 

22,500 

450,000 

-incoln 

Acq  avigation  easements  for 
NE/SW  rwy  St  obst  removal 

3500165 

31,500 

1,750 

1,750 

35,000 

dacomb 

Overlay  exist  ramp 

92A-16-1598 

131,400 

7,300 

7,300 

146,000 

ilorris 

Pave,  light  &  mark  new  4000' 

X  75’  rwy  &  conn  twy 

92A-06-I5SI 

1,156,500 

64,250 

64,250 

1,285,000 

It  Carmel 

Overlay  &  mark  rwy  4/22; 
drainage  impvts 

4100070 

387,000 

21,500 

21,500 

430.000 

It  Sterling 

Const  new  N/S  rwy,  apron  & 
conn  twy;  incl  grading,  mark¬ 
ing,  seeding  St  lighting 

92A-04-I604 

1.350,000 

75,000 

75,000 

1,500,000 

ckin 

Overlay  westerly  portion 

GA  apron 

92A-17-1595 

354,600 

19,700 

19,700 

394,000 

coria 

Overlay  St  mark  S  apron 

92  A- 13- 1606 

108,000 

6,000 

6,000 

120,000 

ilT  Hawley) 

>BLOCK  04-Dec-9l 


FISCAL  YEAR  1992  STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PROJECTS(PROPOSED) 


PROJECT 

DESCRIPTIONS  iO 

PROJECT 

NUMBER 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 

STATE 

BONDS  GRF 

LOCAL 

FUNDS 

TOTAL 

FUNDS 

Pontiac 

Conat,  light  &  mark  new 
primary  rwy  ti  conn  twy 

92A-05-1576 

1,350,000 

75,000 

75,000 

1,500,000 

Rochelle 

Const  addit  ramp  area(230‘ 
x80')  adj  N  ramp 

5400230 

268,200 

14,900 

14,900 

298.000 

Salem 

Storm  Drainage  impvts 

Install  lighted  wind  cone 

3350160 

3350140 

49,950 

13,500 

2,775 

750 

2,775 

750 

55,500 

15,000 

ShelbyviUc 

Overlay  &  mark  rwy  18/36 
Replace  MIRL's  on  rwy  18/36 

92A-20-1602 

92A-20-1602 

630,000 

90,000 

35,000 

5,000 

35,000 

5,000 

700,000 

100,000 

Sparta 

Const  ext  of  partial  parallel 
twy  MX  to  north;  land  reimb 
($60,000);  update  Exhibit  A 
Relocate  elec  equip  &  build 
new  vault;  upgrade  PAPI 

92A-16-1596 

92A-I6-1596 

434,502 

106,740 

24,139 

5,930 

24,139 

5,930 

482,780 

118,600 

TaylorvUle 

Overlay  GA  apron;  relocate 
fuel  island  &  land  reimb 

92A-20-1603 

214,200 

11,900 

11,900 

238,000 

Subtotal; 
Running  Total: 

10,361,886 

37,044,910 

574,160 

2,056,549 

1.500 

1.500 

575,660 

2,058,049 

11,513,206 

41,161,008 

DuPage  LOl 


7.000,000  388,888 


388,888  i.m.ne 


Block  Grant  Total: 


30,044,910 


1,500  1,669,161 
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APPENDIX  F 


FINAL  MISSOURI  REPORT 


FAA  STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 
MISSOURI  HIGHWAY  AND  TRANSPORTATION  DEPARTMENT 
FINAL  STATE  REPORT 

1 .  Project  Justification.  Eligibility.  Priority  Assignment.  Cost 
Availability,  and  Capital  Improvement  Proaranunina 

The  primary  source  for  guidance  in  project  justification,  eligibility, 

and  priority  assignment  was  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 

Systems  (NPIAS) ,  the  Missouri  State  Airport  System  Plan  (SASP) ,  and  the 

airport  system  plans  for  the  Kansas  City  and  St.  Louis  metropolitan 

areas  accomplished  by  the  Mid-America  Regional  Council  (MARC)  and  the 

East-West  Gateway  Coordinating  Council  (EWGCC)  respectively.  The  NPIAS, 

of  course,  defined  eligibility  of  sponsors  to  receive  federal  funds 

under  the  State  Block  Grant  Program  (SBGP)  and  provided  basic  guidance 

for  individual  project  priorities.  The  SASP  was  used  to  guide  us  in  the 

determination  of  project  location  priorities.  While  the  use  of  the 

NPIAS  and  SASP  in  combination  was  productive,  the  SASP  and  the  regional 

system  plans  were  relied  upon  heavily  since  they  focus  more  clearly  on 

the  actual  needs  of  the  states  airports.  The  SASP  is  a  unique  document 

in  several  ways  since  it  was  designed  to  be  a  working  document  rather 

than  just  informational.  Since  the  data  base  of  the  SASP  is 

computerized,  the  inventory,  forecasting,  and  system  analysis  sections 

are  updated  as  new  information  becomes  available,  thus  at  any  given  time 

the  SASP  recommendations  and  priorities  are  current.  Since  the  primary 

product  of  the  SASP  is  to  arrange  all  airports  in  a  priority  sequence 

based  on  needs,  it  was  the  basic  source  for  the  selection  of  airports  to 

receive  funding.  Guidance  for  the  selection  of  projects  within  the 

metropolitan  areas  was  obtained  from  the  regional  system  plans  and 

consultation  with  individual  airport  management.  Of  course  many 

factors,  in  addition  to  information  provided  by  the  system  plans,  was 

considered,  along  with  staff  judgement,  before  projects  were  finally 


programmed.  The  SBGP  was  an  excellent  opportunity  to  test  the  SASP  and 
the  test  proved  very  successful.  We  did  not  experience  any  significant 
problems  related  to  project  eligibility,  priority,  or  selection. 

2 .  Standard  Agreements  with  Airport  Sponsors 

The  Standard  grant  agreement  was  modeled  after  the  agreement  used  under 
the  state  funded  airport  capital  improvement  program.  However,  it  has 
been  expanded  and  modified  to  include  the  requirements  established  in 
the  memorandum  of  agreement  between  the  Missouri  Highway  and 
Transportation  Department  (MHTD)  and  the  FAA. 

The  format  of  the  agreement  was  developed  to  facilitate  communication 
with  the  sponsor  as  to  their  obligations  as  a  grant  recipient  and  to 
provide  information  and  guidance.  The  typical  master  agreement  includes 
elements  as  follows: 

a.  Agreement  Outline 

(1)  Section  I  -  Title,  Authorization,  Project  Description 

(2)  Section  II  -  Standard  Agreement  Items 

(3)  Section  III  -  Planning 

(4)  Section  IV  -  Design 

(5)  Section  V  -  Construction 

(6)  Section  VI  -  Grant  Acceptance  (signature  block) 

b.  Terms  and  Conditions 

c.  Exhibit  1  -  FAA  Assurances  and  Current  List  of  Advisory 
Circulars 

d.  Appendix  Outline 


The  agreement  outline  provides  a  convenient  numbered  reference  to  topics 
within  the  agreement,  and  the  appendix  outline  lists  the  primary  forms, 
agency  orders,  advisory  circulars,  supplemental  guidelines,  etc.,  that 
the  sponsor  will  need.  The  FAA  standard  grant  assurances  (Exhibit  1) 
and  the  appendix  are  incorporated  into  the  agreement  by  reference. 

3 .  Use  of  Airport  Layout  Planning,  Modification  of  Standards  and 
Cordination  Based  Upon  FAA  Design  and  Construction  Procedures 

All  block  grant  projects  must  conform  to  a  current  airport  layout  plan 

(ALP) ,  and  FAA  design  standards  and  construction  procedures  are 

utilized.  However,  the  sponsor  may  request  modification  of  FAA 

standards.  If  we  concur  that  such  modification  is  warranted,  we  forwarc 

a  request  with  necessary  documentation  to  the  FAA  to  secure  approval. 

Examples  of  modifications  that  have  been  requested  and  approved  are:  l) 

Use  of  asphaltic  pavement  sealers  and  rejuvenators  that  have  recently 

been  introduced  to  the  marketplace.  2)  Use  of  engineering  fabric  in 

conjunction  with  asphalt  overlays  to  reduce  potential  for  reflective 

cracking.  3)  Temporary  variances  for  lighting/navigational  aid 

relocation  to  facilitate  construction.  4)  Use  of  temporary  guidance 

signs  on  the  reverse  side  of  mandatory  signs  at  Part  139  certificated 

airports  until  the  new  advisory  circular  governing  general  guidesigns  i: 

adopted . 


We  also  have  requested  authorization  to  utilize  standard  state  highway 
asphalt  mixes  and  crushed  aggregate  materials  in  lieu  of  the  FAA 
versions.  Due  to  the  availability  of  state  approved  materials  and 
contractor  familiarity,  we  anticipate  construction  costs  can  be  reduced 
based  upon  previous  airport  capital  improvement  projects  we  have 
completed.  These  requests  have  been  denied  pending  further 


cumentation  to  substantiate  our  experiences  with  state  approved 
terials. 

e  only  problems  we  have  experienced  resulted  from  adoption  of  the  new 
visory  circular  150/5100-13  entitled  "Airport  Design"  which  became 
fective  on  September  29,  1988,  just  two  (2)  days  before  our 
volvement  in  the  block  grant  officially  began.  Due  to  changes  in 
ncepts,  terminology,  dimensions,  requirements,  etc.,  all  existing 
P's  became  obsolete.  As  a  result,  twenty-four  (24)  of  our  block  grant 
velopment  projects  and  three  (3)  planning  projects  had  to  include  an 
date  of  the  ALP's. 

so,  most  of  the  sponsors  hire  engineering  consultants  for  preliminary 
gineering,  design  and  construction  management,  and  the  consultants 
re  not  familiar  with  the  new  design  advisory  circular.  Advisory 
rcular  150/5370-10A  entitled  "Standards  for  Specifying  Construction  of 
rports"  became  effective  on  February  17,  1989,  so  many  of  the 
nsultants  had  not  yet  been  involved  with  a  project  under  the  two  new 
^/isory  circulars.  As  a  result,  we  became  involved  with  a  tremendous 
jcational  process  as  the  FAA  worked  the  "bugs"  out  of  the  new 
andards.  Needless  to  say,  these  changes  required  a  lot  of  extra 
fort  from  everyone  involved. 

Environmental  Procedures 

ier  the  block  grant  program,  we  are  responsible  for  review  and 
)roval  of  all  necessary  environmental  documents.  FAA  Central  Region 
:  accepted  our  environmental  review  and  compliance  program,  which  has 
;o  been  accepted  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for  highway 
ijects,  for  application  to  the  block  grant  projects.  Since  Missouri 


has  not  adopted  an  official  state  environmental  policy  and  therefore  is 
not  "NEPA-like" ,  we  process  all  environmental  actions  in  accrrdance  with 
the  Federal  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (SEQ)  guidelines  and 
prepare  documents  sufficient  to  meet  SEQ  requirements. 

Since  our  Design  division  has  considerable  experience  in  environmental 
impact  evaluations,  they  perform  a  preliminary  review  of  each  project  to 
determine  if  the  proposed  improvements  will  impact  the  surrounding 
environment.  This  review  is  based  on  guidelines  establirhed  by  the 
National  Environmencal  Policy  Act  and  FAA  Order  5050. 4A  entitled 
"Airport  Environmental  Handbook"  dated  October  8,  1985.  Projects 
consisting  of  planning,  limited  construction  activities,  etc.,  typically 
do  not  have  significant  environmental  effects.  On  such  projects,  our 
environmental,  specialists  evaluate  the  potential  for  impact  and  provide 
the  direction  for  communication  with  appropriate  federal,  state  and 
local  agencies  to  generate  a  statement  of  categorical  exclusion. 

On  projects  determined  to  have  a  higher  potential  for  significant 
en'/ironmental  impact,  the  sponsor  is  required  to  include  development  of 
an  environmental  assessment  or  environmental  impact  statement  in  the 
scope  of  services  for  their  engineering  consultant.  The  consultant  will 
be  responsible  for  analyzing  the  potential  social,  economic  and 
environmental  iripacts,  soliciting  comments  from  the  public  and 
appr.^priate  government  agencies  and  providing  a  final  evaluation.  A 
Section  4F  evaluation  or  a  finding  of  significant  impact  statement  is 
included  as  appropriate.  The  consultant's  findings  are  then  reviewed  b'_ 
our  environmental  specialists  fcr  accuracy,  completeness,  and  complianc* 
with  federal  and/or  state  requirements  prior  to  submittal  to  FAA  for 
concurrence  with  our  final  approval. 


5. 


Coordination  Procedures 


Each  year  in  July,  the  Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  Commission 
approves  the  Aviation  Work  Program  for  the  succeeding  fiscal  year.  The 
work  program  includes  all  projects  proposed  by  the  Aviation  Section  for 
the  year  including  the  projects  under  the  SBGP.  No  information  on  the 
projects  contained  in  the  work  program  may  be  released  prior  to 
commission  approval  at  which  time  it  becomes  public  information.  For 
the  SBGP,  our  first  action  subseguent  to  commission  approval  is  to 
inform  the  Missouri  congressional  delegation  of  the  approved  projects 
within  their  districts.  A  copy  of  the  entire  approved  program  is  also 
sent  to  the  FAA  Central  Region  office.  Airports  Division.  Subseguent  to 
these  mailings,  letters  of  tentative  allocation  are  sent  to  the  sponsor 
of  each  approved  project  with  a  description  of  the  project  as  approved 
and  the  amount  of  federal  funds  tentatively  allocated  to  it.  Copies  of 
these  letters  are  sent  to  the  congressional  delegation,  state 
legislators  whose  districts  are  affected,  and  the  FAA  Central  Region, 
Airports  Division. 

6 .  Compliance  with  Procurement  Requirements 

In  order  to  comply  with  federal  procurement  requirements,  we  provide  the 
sponsor  with  a  copy  of  49  CFR  Part  18.36  in  addition  to  guidelines  and 
sample  public  announcements. 

Typically,  procurement  of  professional  services  such  as  accounting,  real 
estate  appraisals,  legal,  etc.,  is  done  by  small  purchase  procedures 
(under  $25,000  aggregate  value).  Under  this  procedure,  a  scope  of 
services  is  developed  and  rate  quotations  are  obtained  from  an  adequate 
number  of  qualified  providers. 


If  the  estimated  dollar  value  exceeds  $25,000,  competitive  proposals  are 
solicited  with  more  than  one  source  submitting  an  offer.  The  exception 
is  solicitation  for  architectural/engineering  services  whereby 
competitor's  qualifications  are  evaluated  and  the  most  qualified 
competitor  is  selected,  subject  to  negotiation  of  fair  and  reasonable 
compensation.  In  this  case,  price  is  not  used  as  a  selection  factor. 

Since  any  needed  materials  or  products  purchased  must  also  be  installed, 
any  development  contracts  are  procured  by  sealed  bids.  In  this  case, 
bids  are  publicly  solicited  and  a  firm-fixed-price  contract  is  awarded 
to  the  responsible  bidder  whose  bid,  conforming  with  all  the  material 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  invitation  for  bids,  is  the  lowest  in  price. 

7 .  Land  Acquisition  and  Relocation 

FAA  Central  Regional  has  also  accepted  our  land  acquisition  program 
administered  by  our  Right  of  Way  Division  for  the  block  grant  projects. 
The  division  has  produced  a  publication  entitled  "Local  Public  Agency 
Right  of  Way  Manual"  to  assist  cities  in  acquiring  right  of  way  and 
construction  easements  for  highway  projects.  We  have  adapted  this 
manual  for  use  by  airport  sponsors  in  acquiring  land  and  avigation 
easements.  An  excerpt  from  land/easement  acquisition  guidelines 
provided  by  FAA  Central  Region  is  included  as  a  supplement  to  explain 
the  requirements  for  avigation  easements,  and  a  sample  easement  is 
included . 

The  aforementioned  manual  includes  sample  contracts  and  certification 
statements  for  appraisers,  review  appraisers,  and  negotiators  as  well  aj 
sample  letter  offers  and  guidance  on  communicating  with  landowners.  A 


list  of  prequalified  appraisers  is  included.  Sponsors  are  allowed  to 
hire  other  appraisers  subject  to  our  approval. 

After  the  appraisers  are  under  contract  and  their  reports  are  completed, 
our  Right  of  Way  Division  conducts  a  review  to  ensure  compliance  with 
state  and  federal  requirements.  Upon  approval  of  the  appraisal  reports, 
the  sponsor  is  authorized  to  proceed  with  making  offers  for  purchase. 

On  acquisitions  involving  relocation,  the  sponsor  is  coached  by  an  MHTD 
relocation  officer  located  in  the  respective  local  district  office  to 
ensure  the  fair  compensation  is  allowed  and  that  proper  procedures  are 
followed. 

8 .  Project  Monitoring  and  Safety  Requirements 

On  planning  or  land/easement  acquisition  projects,  our  monitoring 
consists  of  review  and  processing  of  pay  requests  and  review  of  the 
preliminary  and  final  master  plan  report  and  associated  drawings. 

On  construction  projects,  daily  monitoring  is  accomplished  by  the 
resident  engineer  (engineering  consultant  or  qualified  sponsor  staff) 
and  a  daily  record  is  kept.  In  addition,  the  sponsor  is  required  to 
submit  a  weekly  construction  progress  and  inspection  report  on  FAA  Form 
5370-1.  The  sponsor  is  also  responsible  for  conducting  periodic  wage 
rate  interview  to  ensure  compliance  with  and  enforcement  of  state  and 
federal  labor  provisions  as  required  by  29  CFR  Part  5. 

The  MHTD  airport  project  engineer  also  conducts  periodic  on-site 
inspections  while  construction  is  in  progress  to  ensure  that  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  grant  agreement  are  met,  to  ensure  that  all  safet\ 


requirements  are  met  and  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  sponsor's 
recordkeeping,  inspec -ion  and  engineering  capabilities. 

The  MHTD  airport  project  engineer  also  coordinates  with  the  civil  rights 
staff  from  the  MHTD  Construction  division  to  carry  out  compliance  with 
and  enforcement  of  state  and  federal  civil  rights  requirements. 

Upon  completion  of  the  project,  a  final  inspection  is  conducted  in  the 
presence  of  the  sponsor  and  a  representative  of  the  contractor  to 
determine  if  the  project  has  been  implemented  in  substantial  compliance 
with  the  plans  and  specifications.  Any  deficiencies  that  are  noted  must 
be  rectified  before  final  payment  is  made  to  the  sponsor. 

With  reference  to  safety,  FAA  advisory  circular  150/5370-2C  entitled 
"Operational  Safety  on  Airports  During  Construction"  is  incorporated 
into  the  project  specifications.  Also,  a  specific  safety  plan  is 
included  in  the  plans  package  to  identify  communication  requirements, 
contractor  staging  areas,  haul  routes,  restricted  areas,  general  airport 
operations  areas,  instrument  landing  system  (ILS)  and  localizer  critical 
areas,  etc.  The  safety  plan  is  designed  to  maximize  the  margin  of 
safety  between  construction  activities  and  aircraft  (both  airborne  and 
on  the  ground)  and  to  minimize  the  potential  for  an  accident.  The 
safety  requirements  are  discussed  in  detail  with  the  potential  bidders 
at  the  prebid  meeting  and  with  the  successful  bidder  at  the 
preconstruction  conference  before  construction  is  allowed  to  begin. 

9 .  Enforcement  of  Compliance.  Labor.  Civil  Rights,  and  other  Grant 
Assurances 

In  order  to  ensure  that  the  sponsor  is  aware  of  the  obligations 
associated  with  receipt  of  a  grant,  tlie  FAA  standard  grant  assurances 


and  advisory  circular  list  are  incorporated  into  the  grant  agreement  and 
included  as  "Exhibit  1."  In  addition,  general  compliance,  labor  and 
civil  rights  requirements  are  included  as  line  items  in  the  grant 
agreement.  Associated  advisory  circulars,  agency  orders,  etc.,  are 
included  in  the  grant  appendix  and  are  incorporated  into  the  agreement 
by  reference. 

Enforcement  of  the  above  requirements  is  accomplished  in  several  ways. 
The  grant  agreement  requires  the  sponsor  to  review  the  assurances, 
advisory  circulars  and  agency  order  5190. 6A  entitled  "Airport  Compliance 
Requirements"  and  notify  MHTD  of  any  areas  of  noncompliance  within  its 
existing  facilities  and/or  operations.  Any  deficiencies  that  can 
reasonably  be  rectified  are  handled  accordingly.  If  an  issue  cannot  be 
resolved,  we  work  with  FAA  Central  Region  staff  for  disposition. 

Included  in  our  compliance  reviews  are  deficiencies  identified  in  the 
annual  5010  airport  master  record  safety  inspections,  applicable  special 
conditions  in  previous  grant  agreements  and  land  and  property  transfer 
agreements  currently  in  force  on  projects  that  include  an  abbreviated 
master  plan,  the  engineering  consultant  is  required  to  review  existing 
management  agreements  and/or  lease  to  ensure  they  are  in  order  and  that 
exclusive  rights  violations  do  not  exist. 

We  are  currently  reviewing  the  standard  airport  lease/agreement 
provisions  and  a  compliance  status  questionnaire  that  are  used  by 
Central  Region  staff  during  compliance  surveillance  reviews.  We  plan  tc 
utilize  a  similar  surveillance  technique  to  supplement  the  grant 
requirements . 


Enforcement  of  labor  requirements  related  to  construction  contracts  is 
accomplished  by  review  of  payroll  records  and  wage  rate  interviews  with 
workers.  Determination  of  compliance  with  civil  rights  requirements  is 
coordinated  with  the  MHTD  Civil  Rights  staff.  The  contractor  is 
required  to  submit  certified  payroll  records  and  a  certification  that 
DBE  requirements  have  been  met.  Payment  is  withheld  until  any 
deficiencies  have  been  rectified. 

The  Sponsor  is  required  to  have  an  approved  DBE  program  in  place  to 
receive  a  grant,  and  proper  certifications  must  be  provided.  To  date, 
we  have  not  experienced  any  problems  with  enforcement  of  the  grant 
requirements . 

10.  Audit  Procedures 

Audit  requirements  under  the  SBGP  included  the  required  compliance  audit 
in  accordance  with  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  and  0MB  Circular  A-128. 
Additionally,  positive  control  was  exercised  during  project 
administration  relative  to  each  sponsors  request  for  reimbursement. 

Each  reimbursement  request  was  required  to  include  copies  of  all 
invoices  and  charges  making  up  the  requested  amount,  plus  copies  of 
cancelled  checks  drawn  against  the  sponsor  funds  which  paid  the  charges. 
Each  payment  was  examined  by  the  SBGP  administrator  to  determine 
eligibility  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  paid  and  to  assure  the 
amount  was  proper.  In  the  event  advance  payments  were  authorized  by  tht 
SBGP  administrator,  similar  evidence  was  required  to  verify  payments 
were  made  in  accordance  with  the  purposes  for  which  the  advance  payment 
was  approved.  The  sponsor  is  also  required  to  provide  us  with  copies  o 
their  regular  annual  audit,  and  any  audits  performed  on  sponsors  by  the 
state  auditor  are  available  to  us.  If  at  any  time  there  is  reason  to 


believe  a  sponsor  is  not  complying  with  accepted  procedures  for  handlinc 
of  state  and/or  federal  funds,  an  independent  audit  can  be  required  or 
the  state  auditors  office  could  be  requested  to  examine  the  sponsors 
accounting  methods. 

11 .  Feedback  on  Block  Grant  Procedures 

Feedback  from  airport  sponsors  on  SBGP  procedures  has  been 
overwhelmingly  positive.  Sponsors  particularly  appreciate  the 
simplified  application  procedure  initiated  for  the  program.  Our 
application  form  is  only  two  pages  plus  a  minimum  of  supporting 
information.  The  philosophy  behind  the  simplified  application  form  is 
what  we  need  to  know  is,  who  is  the  sponsor,  what  do  they  want  to  do, 
and  how  much  do  they  think  it  will  cost.  The  current  application 

procedure  of  the  FAA  is  very  labor  intensive  and  many  time  the  smaller 

sponsors  require  the  services  of  a  consultant  to  accomplish  it.  We  fee; 
this  effort  is  a  burden  on  the  sponsor  and  is  nonproductive  if  the 
application  lays  for  several  years  awaiting  approval.  Under  the  SBGP, 

when  the  project  is  approved  and  a  letter  of  allocation  of  funds  has 

been  received  by  the  sponsor,  they  are  provided  with  a  sample  agreement 
which  includes  an  appendix  listing  of  all  advisory  circulars  and  other 
pertinent  requirements  which  pertain  to  their  specific  project.  Where 
possible,  actual  copies  of  key  advisory  circulars  and  other  documents 
listed  in  the  appendix  are  provided.  The  sponsor  is  encouraged  to 
carefully  review  the  sample  grant  agreement  and  all  included  informatio 
so  they  can  be  thoroughly  aware  of  their  responsibility  under  the  grant 
This  procedure  has  been  very  well  received  by  sponsors.  Negative 
feedback  has  been  limited  to  periodic  delays  in  the  routine  exchange  of 
project  related  paperwork  caused  by  our  limited  staff.  This  type  of 
criticism  has,  to  our  knowledge,  been  minimal. 


In  another  arena,  the  Gov or  and  many  state  legislators  have  been 
enthusiastic  in  their  recognition  of  Missouri's  participation  in  the 
SBGP.  Our  personal  contact  with  legislators  has  revealed  stroi.g  support 
for  the  program  and  a  desire  that  it  continue  on  a  permanent  basis.  We 
have  found  no  opposition  to  the  program  either  in  the  Governor's  office 
or  the  legislature. 

12 .  Administrative  Costs 

Records  have  been  maintained  which  document  the  administrative  costs  in 
connection  with  the  SBGP.  These  costs  are  in  the  categories  of  personal 
services,  travel,  meals,  and  equipment.  From  the  time  we  were  notified 
of  our  selection  as  a  demonstration  state  in  May,  1989  through  October, 
1989  costs  were  limited  to  time  and  travel  in  connection  with  several 
meetings  with  FAA  Central  Region  staff  to  formulate  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement.  State  staff  involved  in  these  meetings  were  the 
Administrator  of  Aviation,  Assistant  Administrator  of  Aviation,  Aviation 
Planner,  and  Senior  Airport  Inspector.  In  November,  1989  an  additional 
staff  person  was  hired  into  the  position  of  Airport  Project  Engineer 
with  the  primary  responsibility  of  administering  the  SBGP.  In 
September,  1991  another  staff  member  was  added  with  the  position  of 
Airport  Projects  Technician  to  assist  the  Airport  Project  Engineer. 
Because  of  the  addition  of  these  staff  members,  our  administrative  costs 
have  increased  in  each  of  the  first  two  years  of  the  program.  No 
additional  staff  were  added  in  the  third  year  and  we  expect  the  two 
dedicated  staff  to  be  sufficient  to  satisfactorily  administer  the 
program  should  it  continue  provided  the  state  responsibilities  are  not 
expanded.  Total  administrative  costs  for  the  three  year  program  is 
approximately  $245,000.  We  strongly  recommend  a  certain  percentage  of 


the  federal  funds  allocated  to  states  under  the  SBGP  be  allowed  for 
administrative  purposes.  In  our  opinion,  such  a  provision  is  necessary 
to  assure  the  broad  success  of  the  program. 

13 .  Overall  assessment  of  the  State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program  fSBGPP) 
The  SBGPP  should  definitely  be  continued  and  federal  legislation  should 
be  pursued  to  make  it  a  permanent,  nationwide  program.  The  most 
significant  part  of  the  program  is  that  it  places  the  administration  of 
grant  funds  for  general  aviation  airports  at  the  most  appropriate  and 
efficient  level.  Most,  if  not  all,  state  aviation  agencies  maintain  a 
close  liaison  with  their  general  aviation  airports.  This  is  done 
through  a  variety  of  state  programs  and  procedures  such  as  airport 
conferences,  state  airport  grant  programs,  regular  airport  inspection 
programs  (5010,  etc.)  and  routine  day  to  day  contact.  Also,  many  states 
have  accomplished  and  maintain  State  Airport  System  Plans  (SASP)  which 
provides  specific  guidance  for  airport  needs  and  development.  With  this 
knowledge,  interest,  and  data  base,  the  states  are  better  equipped  to 
develop  meaningful  multi-year  work  programs  with  sound  priority 
sequences.  Under  federal  administration  many  states  have  little  or  no 
influence  over  the  destinies  of  their  general  aviation  facilities.  This 
is  a  serious  fault  in  the  overall  process  which  the  SBGPP  corrects. 

Based  upon  the  Missouri  experience  with  the  SBGPP  the  following 
recommendations  are  made  for  modifying  the  program  before  it  is  extended 
to  more  states: 

Regional  Workshops:  At  a  time  prior  to  states  having  to  commit  to 
participating  in  the  Block  Grant  Program,  they  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  learn  as  much  as  possible  about  the  program  from  the 
three  demonstration  states  and  the  FAA.  Workshops  could  be  held  ir 
the  various  regions  and  the  details  and  experiences  discussed  to 


provide  important  insights  to  candidate  states.  Regional  workshops 
would  be  preferable  to  a  national  meeting  because  they  would 
produce  smaller  groups  and  therefore  more  productive  dialogue. 

One  Year  Organizational  Period:  Once  a  state  has  applied  for  and  . 
been  approved  for  participation  in  the  program,  that  state  should 
be  given  one  year  to  prepare  itself  prior  to  its  first  allocation 
of  development  funds.  It  should  however,  receive,  at  the  time  of 
selection,  a  letter  of  credit  for  the  appropriate  amount  of 
administrative  money  based  upon  what  the  allocation  for  that  year 
would  be.  This  procedure  would  allow  a  state  to  pursue  the 
approval  of  additional  personnel,  equipment,  space,  etc.,  based 
upon  what  they  learned  at  the  regional  workshops  and  have 
determined  their  needs  to  be.  It  will  also  provide  necessary  time 
to  develop  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  internal  procedures, 
preparation  period  for  airport  sponsors  and  consulting  engineers, 
and  other  preparatory  processes.  In  the  case  of  Missouri,  a  one 
year  preparatory  period  would  have  eliminated  several  significant 
problems . 

In  spite  of  the  problems  Missouri  has  experienced  through  the  course  of 

the  program,  it  is  still  regarded  as  a  success  and  the  state  desires  to 


continue  with  it. 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 
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APPENDIX  G.  FINAL  NORTH  CAROLINA  REPORT 


State  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program 
Final  Report,  State  of  North  Carolina 
December  13,  1991 


Note:  Where  the  word  "Department"  is  used,  the  reference  is  to  the  North 
Carolina  Department  of  Transportation  as  a  state  agency.  Where  the  word 
"Division"  is  used,  the  reference  is  to  the  Division  of  Aviation  of  the 
North  Carolina  Department  of  Transportation  as  an  operating  division.  Where 
the  word  "FAA"  is  used,  the  reference  is  to  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  or  one  of  its  member  divisions.  Since  most  contact  is  with 
the  Atlanta  Airports  District  Office,  where  appropriate  that  office  will  be 
identified  as  "Atlanta  ADO". 


1 .  Programming  Methods 

The  Department  uses  a  priority  system  derived  from  the  system  used  by 
the  Soutliern  Region  of  FAA  before  adoption  of  the  national  priority  system. 
The  system  has  six  (6)  categories  of  evaluation,  with  the  final  project 
priority  being  the  cumulative  total  after  all  six  categories  have  been 
applied.  The  lower  the  numerical  total,  the  more  important  the  project  and 
thus  the  higher  the  priority  for  funding. 

Categories  are: 

Work  Element:  Safety  related  items  have  a  higher  priority  than 

capacity,  which  in  turn  is  higher  than  preservation,  which  in 
turn  is  higher  than  all  other  eligible  work  elements. 

Airport  Activity:  Larger,  more  active,  airports  have  a  higher 
priority. 

New  or  Reliever  Airport:  New  and/or  reliever  airports  receive 
priority  over  existing  non-reliever  airports. 

Access  to  Remote  Areas:  The  few  airports  which  serve  regions 

remote  from  population  centers  or  transportation  hobs  receive 
priority. 

Business  Justification:  Projects  with  direct  Impacts  upon  local 
business/economic  development  receive  priority. 

Tourism:  The  airport  receives  a  priority  based  upon  the  amount  of 
aviation  tourism  it  accommodates. 
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The  Department  does  not  require  detailed  Justification  for  development 
projects.  It  Is  our  opinion  that  application  of  the  priority  system 
described  above  will  generally  result  In  most  non-Justlf led  projects 
receiving  such  a  low  priority  that  they  are  unlikely  to  be  funded.  The 
Department  always  reserves  the  right  to  adjust  the  final  priority  number 
when  special  conditions  exist  on  the  project,  an  action  which  Is  only  taken 
once  or  twice  each  Fiscal  Year. 

Under  the  terms  of  North  Carolina  General  Statute  63,  projects  eligible 
for  state  assistance  are  those  which  are.  In  general,  eligible  for 
assistance  under  the  FAA  funding  programs.  In  addition.  State  Aid  to 
Airports  may  be  made  available  for  terminals  and  safety  related  Items  on 
general  aviation  airports,  projects  which  are  not  eligible  under  the  federal 
program.  For  purposes  of  the  Block  Grant  Program,  Sponsors  were  advised 
that  a  strict  adherence  to  federal  eligibility  standards  would  be  Imposed. 

The  normal  approval  process  for  projects  places  all  applications  for 
State  Aid  and  Block  Grants  in  the  Department's  overall  Transportation 
Improvement  Program.  The  TIP  has  been  in  effect  since  the  late  1970's  and 
accommodates  all  transportation  funding  programs  administered  by  the 
Department.  The  Aviation  Element  is  a  five  year  annually  renewable 
program.  Each  year  during  the  formulation  process,  the  first  four  years  are 
reviewed  and  confirmed,  while  a  new  set  of  projects  Is  added  for  the  fifth 
year. 


Local  airport  Sponsors  are  notified  in  January  of  the  dates  and 
deadlines  for  the  next  TIP  formulation  process.  Generally,  at  least  90  days 
are  given  after  this  notification  for  Sponsors  to  assemble  a  request  package 
consisting  of  specific  forms,  rationale  for  the  projects,  and  drawings 
depicting  the  project  location.  After  receipt.  Division  staff  review  the 
submissions  and  each  major  work  element  is  assigned  a  priority  number  by 
application  of  the  State  Aid  to  Airports  priority  system.  The  staff  then 
develops  a  briefing  package  containing  written  descriptions  of  each  request, 
the  Sponsor's  rationale  for  the  request,  its  costs,  its  priority,  and  a 
drawing  of  the  airport. 

The  primary  review  agency  for  the  TIP  ir.  the  Aeronautics  Council,  the 
Department's  aviation  advisory  board.  The  Council  has  13  members,  one  from 
each  of  the  state's  11  U.S.  Congressional  districts,  plus  two  at-large 
members.  The  Council  is  provided  with  the  briefing  package  4-6  weeks  prior 
to  a  work  session  and  the  members  become  familiar  with  all  new  requests  (the 
1991  formulation  session  contained  approximately  425  new  work  element 
requests,  plus  about  200  work  elements  already  placed  in  the  program  in  past 
formulations) . 
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Upon  completion  of  a  work  session  with  Division  staff,  the  Aeronautics 
Council  makes  final  recommendations  for  the  establishment  of  a  funding 
program  and  provides  them  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  The  Secretary 
then  has  the  final  approval  authority  for  the  priority.  Fiscal  Year,  and 
funds  amount  for  each  project.  The  Aviation  Element  is  then  adopted  and 
placed  into  the  overall  TIP  when  it  is  published  in  October  of  each  year. 

Problems  Observed: 

No  specific  problems  have  been  observed  with  regard  to  overall  project 
selection,  cost  allowability,  eligibility,  justification,  etc.  Three  areas 
of  concern  have  been  identified: 

A.  In  order  for  the  aviation  process  to  conform  to  the  overall  TIP 
schedule,  the  amount  of  funds  available  from  FAA  for  Block  Grants  should  be 
known  by  around  July  1  of  each  year.  This  then  gives  about  90  days  to  hold 
the  Council  meeting,  receive  Secretarial  approval,  and  complete  the  final 
printed  edition  of  tfic  TIP.  In  FY  1990,  the  FAA  grant  agreement  was  finally 
signed  in  March,  1990,  nine  months  into  the  state  Fiscal  Year.  In  FY  1991, 
the  grant  agreement  was  signed  in  January,  1991,  six  months  into  the  state 
Fiscal  Year.  For  FY  1992,  as  of  September,  1991,  no  grant  offer  has  been 
made  and  no  state  allocations  have  been  approved. 

This  gives  the  Department  two  major  problems.  First,  for  none  of  the 
three  Fiscal  Years  have  we  been  able  to  approve  and  publish  an  accurate 

Block  Grant  Program  in  the  Department's  overall  Transportation  Improvement 

Program.  In  addition,  state  funds  are  programmed  on  a  five  year  basis.  Due 
to  the  uncertainty  about  federal  funding,  we  have  to  emphasize  that  no 
commitments  of  federal  funds  can  be  made  beyond  the  year  for  which  a  grant 
agreement  is  actually  in  hand.  In  FY  1992,  for  example,  there  are  several 
projects  which  were  begun  in  FY  1991  with  grants  from  that  year  and  are  to 
be  completed  as  multi-year  projects  with  an  FY  1992  grant.  However,  we  have 
no  assurance  that  sufficient  funds  will  be  available  to  accommodate  the 
completion  of  these  projects.  Sponsors  have  worked  with  the  Department  on 
faith  that  either  the  Department  or  FAA  will  follow  up  with  the  necessary 

funds  to  complete  the  present  phase  and  the  overall  project  on  a  timely 

basis. 

B.  The  Departmental  approval  normally  relies  upon  a  meeting  of  the 
Aeronautics  Council  with  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation.  Since  the  Council  meets  only  periodically,  1  \y  be 
several  months  between  the  identification  of  a  need  to  revise  a  Block  Grant 
allocation  and  the  time  the  allocation  can  be  formally  approved.  While  we 
have  not  had  any  time  critical  items  as  of  yet,  we  foresee  the  potential 
that  an  existing  project  might  need  additional  funds  (l.e.  after  bids  are 
taken)  on  an  immediate  basis  which  could  not  be  met  by  waiting  for  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Council.  Contingency  plans  are  in  effect  to  allow  an 
"emergency"  approval  of  additional  funds  without  Council  action,  biit  a 
permanent  solution  has  not  been  developed. 

C.  Only  annual  allocations  are  received  from  FAA.  1 t  is  not  possible 
to  develop  an  accurate  five  year  funding  program  without  multi-year 
commitments,  or  at  least  estimates,  from  FAA. 
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2.  Contract  Provisions 

The  Department  uses  Its  standard  State  Aid  to  Airports  Grant  Agreement 
for  Block  Grants  with  the  exception  of  modified  language  referring  to  the 
federal  funds  portion  of  the  project.  In  addition,  the  FAA  standard  Grant 
Assurances  are  made  a  part  of  the  Block  Grant  Agreement  and  Sponsors  are 
bound  by  those  assurances  throughout  the  project. 

It  is  noted  that  the  state  application  process  has  grant  assurances  and 
contract  documents  at  only  one  step  of  the  process,  versus  the  FAA  practice 
of  Incorporating  extensive  assurances  in  the  preapplication,  with  a 
relatively  limited  Grant  Agreement.  In  North  Carolina,  there  are  no 
required  assurances  in  the  TIP  (preapplication)  stage,  with  all  assurances 
and  contract  provisions  being  actually  contained  in  the  Grant  Agreement 
itself . 

Problems  Observed: 

The  only  problem  observed  is  with  the  FAA  procedures  on  the  grant  to 
the  Department.  The  FAA  payment  system  provides  a  computer  access  code  for 
our  Fiscal  unit  to  use  when  requesting  reimbursement  for  grants  paid.  For 
the  Block  Grants,  the  assigned  project  number  did  not  allow  the  Department 
to  specify  the  Fiscal  Year  of  the  federal  grant.  Thus,  as  we  began  to 
request  payments  from  two  different  Fiscal  Years,  the  amounts  contained  in  a 
single  FAA  pay  reimbursement  contained  commingled  funds  from  the  two  years 
without  identification  of  the  funds  from  each  year.  While  this  would 
probably  not  be  a  major  problem  for  the  short  range  (l.e.  2-3  year)  Block 
Grant  Program,  it  had  the  potential  for  major  problems  if  we  had  state  pay 
requests  to  FAA  covering  3-5  years  of  allocations. 

After  Atlanta  ADO  was  made  aware  of  this  concern,  they  took  steps  to 
correct  the  deficiency  by  assigning  discrete  computer  project  numbers  for 
encli  of  the  Fiscal  Years  of  tlie  program.  Thus,  a  pay  request  to  FAA  is  now 
clearly  identified  as  to  the  source  of  funds  when  the  refund  is  received  by 
the  Department.  However,  it  took  nearly  three  months  to  get  this  change 
enacted.  By  that  time,  the  Dep.artment  had  paid  over  $4  million  in  Block 
Grant  funds  to  local  governments  and  had  to  wait  to  get  reimbursed  for  that 
amount.  Making  the  matter  worse,  the  account  payable  extended  over  the 
beginning  of  the  new  state  Fiscal  Year  (beginning  July  1,  1991)  and  required 
explanation  on  the  old  Fiscal  Year  of  why  the  payments  had  not  been 
reimbursed. 

It  is  suggested  that  FAA  assure,  that  all  grants  to  state  agencies  be 
clearly  identifiable,  particularly  on  the  payment  format  (check,  computer 
transfer,  letter  of  credit,  etc.)  as  to  the  Fiscal  Year  to  which  tlie  payment 
is  to  be  credited. 
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3.  Airport  Layout  Planning 

In  the  inld-1970's,  the  Department  adopted  the  FAA  Advisory  Circulars  as 
the  primary  design  standards  for  State  Aid  to  Airports  projects.  This 
policy  was  thus  already  in  effect  for  all  Block  Grant  projects.  This 
requirement  is  included  in  the  State  Aid  to  Airports  Grant  Agreement.  No 
deviation  from  FAA  standards  may  be  made  without  concurrence  of  the  Division. 

In  the  event  a  deviation  is  requested,  the  Division  processes  the 
request  through  the  Southern  Region  coordination  process  to  determine  if  the 
deviation  can  be  accommodated. 

Problems  Observed: 

The  main  problem  encountered  in  this  process  is  a  decided  lack  of 
interest  on  the  part  of  FAA  to  deviate  from  standards.  On  the  several 
proposals  we  have  coordinated,  each  has  been  responded  to  with  a  rather  curt 
statement  that  the  various  offices  cannot  concur  if  the  project  does  not 
adliere  to  the  Advisory  Circular  standards.  In  such  cases,  we  use  our  best 
judgement  as  to  whether  the  deviation  has  a  safety  impact.  If  we  feel  that 
safety  is  enhanced  by  the  deviation,  or  at  least  is  not  compromised,  we 
advise  the  Sponsor  that  we  will  not  "approve”  the  deviation  but  will  not 
object  to  its  construction.  If  the  deviation  has  a  negative  safety  impact, 
we  will  not  allow  its  inclusion  in  a  Block  Grant  project. 


4.  Environmental  Review 

North  Carolina  has  an  effective  State  Environmental  Policy  Act  which 
largely  reflects  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

The  only  major  differences  between  state  and  federal  procedures  is  that  the 
state  procedures  do  not  spell  out  the  requirement  for  coordination  with 
interested  federal  agencies. 

The  Department  has  handled  environmental  approval  through  its  normal 
state  review  and  approval  process  with  the  added  action  of  coordinating 
major  actions  with  EPA,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  It  is  believed  that  ail  other  potential  federal  input  is  already 
handled  by  an  appropriate  state  input,  i.e.  historic  properties  are 
coordinated  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  under  the 
provision  of  Section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act.  In  addition,  we 
have  emphasized  the  need  for  early  scoping  of  projects  and  use  of 
information  received  in  developing  the  final  project  and  its  specific  design. 
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Problems  Observed: 

Two  problems  have  been  encountered  in  this  process.  First,  the  FAA's 
Regional  Counsel  ruled  that  we  were  not  sufficiently  "NEPA-llke"  to  allow 
processing  entirely  under  state  procedures.  Our  state  environmental 
coordinator  considered  this  ruling  an  Insult  to  the  state,  indicating  that 
it  had  been  her  experience  that  state  environmental  review  procedures  were 
actually  more  stringent  than  those  at  the  federal  level.  It  was  for  this 
reason  that  we  decided  not  to  abandon  our  procedures,  but  simply  to  add  on 
to  them  those  which  FAA  considered  to  be  the  must  Important  additional 
federal  level  coordinations  to  assure. 

The  second  problem  has  resulted  from  differences  of  opinion  with  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  over  the  exact  role  of  FAA  in  the 
final  approval  of  environmental  documents.  It  was  the  Intent  of  the  Atlanta 
ADO,  as  reflected  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  Department,  that 
only  specific  conflicts  with  historic  properties  would  be  reviewed  and 
concurred  with  by  FAA.  The  SHPO,  on  the  other  hand,  has  insisted  that  FAA 
be  a  party  to  each  environmental  decision,  regardless  of  overall  or  historic 
Impact.  This  is  based  upon  the  SHPO's  conclusion  that  Section  106  is  the 
result  of  an  act  of  Congress  and  that  a  simple  agreement  between  FAA  and  the 
Department  cannot  negate  Congressional  intent. 

We  are  currently  completing  negotiations  with  the  SHPO  to  more  clearly 
define  the  timing  and  scope  of  review  which  might  need  further  federal 
input:  either  from  FAA  on  the  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  We  believe 

all  concerns  will  be  resolved  by  mld-1992.  To  date,  no  extensive  delay  in 
environmental  approval  has  resulted  from  this  disagreement.  It  would, 
however,  be  appropriate  for  Congress  to  specifically  address  the 
environmental  authority  of  the  states  should  the  Block  Grant  Program  be 
extended . 


5.  Coordination 

Upon  approval  of  the  draft  tentative  allocations  for  the  Block  Grants, 
the  Department  conducted  two  one-day  seminars  for  all  re?ipient  airports  and 
their  consultants.  One  seminar,  held  in  December,  1989  was  for  FT  90  and  FY 
91  grant  recipelents;  the  second,  held  in  December,  1991  was  for  FY  92  grant 
recipients.  The  appropriate  FAA  personnel,  including  airports  and  Civil 
Rights,  were  asked  to  discuss  their  requirements  and  approval  processes.  At 
the  state  level,  a  number  of  Departmental  staff  discussed  such  items  as 
project  administration,  pay  requests,  accounting  records,  legal 
requirements,  and  compliance  requirements.  During  the  seminar,  a  package 
containing  about  20  different  FAA  Advisory  Circulars  and  supporting 
documents  was  given  to  each  Sponsor.  It  is  felt  tliat  these  seminars  were  a 
very  well  received  method  of  assuring  that  each  recipient  and  consultant  was 
given  the  information  necessary  to  conform  to  state  and  federal  standards. 

In  addition,  each  attendee  could  benefit  from  the  questions  of  others  of 
both  a  general  and  specific  nature.  Several  attendees  from  air  carrier 
airports  indicated  they  wished  FAA  would  offer  an  annual  workshop  of  a 
similar  nature  in  each  state. 
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All  project,  planning,  and  plans  and  specifications  coordination  Is 
carried  out  in  conformance  with  appropriate  orders  of  the  FAA  Southern 
Region . 

Problems  Observed: 

The  only  problem  encountered  is  a  lack  of  timely  response  trom  r'AA  on 
coordination  requests.  For  example,  the  construction  plans  for  the  Mt. 
Airy-Surry  County  Airport  runway  extension  were  sent  for  coordination  in 
December,  1990.  The  project  got  underway  in  April,  1991.  By  early 
September,  1991  the  project  was  about  98%  ccmplete.  One  of  the  coordination 
responses  had  just  been  received  at  that  point  of  completion. 


6.  Procurement  Requirements 

The  Program  Guidance  Handbook  for  State  Aid  to  Airports  advises 
Sponsors  that  professional  services  must  be  obtained  in  accordance  with 
current  FAA  procurement  requirements.  This  is  further  referenced  in  the 
Grant  Assurance  portion  of  the  Grant  Agreement.  In  addition,  our  Airport 
Development  Specieiists  verbally  remind  both  Sponsors  and  consultants  that 
FAA  procurement  provisions  govern  the  project.  We  do  not  require  any  formal 
description  or  certification  from  the  Sponsor,  but  reserve  the  right  to 
spot-audit  a  project  to  ensure  compliance  with  procurement  regulations. 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  current  Block  Grant  projects  on  which  any 
problems  have  been  generated  by  procurement  regulations. 


7.  I,and  Acquisition  and  Relocation 

As  with  design  standards,  we  adopted  the  federal  uniform  land 
acquisition  guidelines  over  10  years  ago.  The  requirement  to  contcrm  is 
part  of  the  Program  Guidance  Handbook  and  the  Grant  Assurances  and  is  active 
for  Block  Grant  projects  as  well. 

Problems  Observed: 

The  only  land  acquisition  problem  noted  to  date  is  that  FAA  does  not 
have  a  current  land  acquisition  Advisory  Circular.  We  have  provided  each 
Sponsor  with  a  land  acquisition  project  a  copy  of  the  appropriate  Federal 
Register,  but  this  is  not  a  good  single  source  document  for  persons 
unfamiliar  with  the  process.  A  new  Advisory  Circular  is  badly  needed. 
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8.  Project  Monitoring 

Each  project  is  assigned  to  a  staff  Airport  Development  Specialist  who 
is  responsible  for  monitoring  the  progress  of  the  project.  Each  Sponsor  is 
required  to  provide  quarterly  project  status  reports  on  the  overall 
project.  In  addition,  each  pay  request  contains  a  "mini"  status  to 
determine  progress  on  the  project. 

In  addition  to  written  reports,  the  Airport  Development  Specialists  try 
to  Inspect  their  assigned  projects  as  required  depending  upon  the  amount  of 
work  being  undertaken.  A  very  intense  construction  project,  for  example, 
might  be  visited  on  a  monthly  basis,  a  land  acquisition  or  long  term 
construction  project  might  be  visited  on  semi-annual  basis. 


9.  Civil  Rights  and  Labor  Provisions 

At  the  direction  of  FAA,  all  Civil  Rights  matters  are  liandled  directly 
by  tlie  Southern  Region's  office  of  Civil  Rigiits.  The  only  responsibility 
tlie  Division  iias  in  this  matter  Is  to  assure  that  the  DBF  goals  for  the 
project  have  been  approved  by  FAA  and  tliat  tiie  FAA  Is  made  aware  of  any 
problems  of  a  Civil  Rigiits  nature  observed  on  the  project. 

Labor  provisions,  posters,  etc.,  are  provided  to  the  Sponsor  at  the 
beginning  of  the  project.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Sponsor  and  his 
consultant  to  assure  that  appropriate  compliance  is  undertaken. 

Problems  Observed: 

V.'e  liave  noted  no  problems  peculiar  to  the  Block  Grant  Program,  althougli 
the  Civil  Rigiits  staff  of  FAA  In  Atlanta  Indicates  a  continuing  problem, 
common  to  all  FAA  grants,  of  getting  Sponsors  to  send  in  required  documents 
and  reports.  Eacii  Division  of  Aviation  staff  member  lias  been  advised  of 
this  concern  and  will  diligently  remind  each  Sponsor  of  his  obligations  botli 
for  Civil  Rights  and  tiie  reporting  process. 

10.  Audit  Procedures 

Under  the  terms  of  both  federal  and  state  mandates  to  implement  annual 
system  audits  rather  tlian  project  audits,  no  sjieclfic  audits  are  undertaken 
of  airport  projects.  The  Department  lias  warned  Sponsors  tiiat  it  reserves 
tlie  right  to  do  project  audits,  either  on  a  spot  basis  or  in  response  to 
possible  problems.  The  Block  Grant  Program  has  not  progressed  sufficiently 
to  justify  the  spot  audits  and  no  problem  projects  have  been  identified. 

The  Department's  External  Audit  Section  (not  a  part  of  the  Division  of 
Aviation)  reviews  each  project  on  an  annual  basis  as  part  of  the 
reconciliation  process  between  projects  and  system  audits.  In  addition, 
each  Airport  Development  Specialist  is  required  to  review  each  financial 
document  received  from  the  Sponsor  to  assure  that  it  is  consistent  with  tlie 
approved  project,  consultant  costs,  and  construction  bids. 
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In  addition  to  the  project  related  activities  of  the  External  Audit 
Section,  the  Division  is  also  subject  to  a  biennial  review  by  the 
Department's  Internal  Audit  Section.  The  Internal  audit  attempts  to  assure 
that  the  Division's  procedures  are  appropriate  and  that  no  projects  are 
being  handled  in  an  Inappropriate  manner. 


11.  Feedback  Received 

VJhile  we  have  not  made  a  formal  survey  of  Block  Grant  Sponsors  and 
consultants,  the  informal  comments  we  receive  have  been  favorable  of  the 
program.  They  seem  to  be  particularly  pleased  with  having  to  deal  with  only 
one  agency  for  all  Grant  Agreement,  payment,  project  progress,  and  closeout 
requirements . 


12.  Administrative  Costs 

Since  we  were  advised  initially  that  administrative  costs  would  not  be 
eligible  on  the  Block  Grant  Program,  no  effort  has  been  made  to  track  such 
costs  and  any  guess  on  our  part  would  be  just  that.  With  regard  to 
workload,  we  estimate  that  a  typical  Block  Grant  project  takes  3-^  times  as 
much  attention  as  a  State  Aid  to  Airports  project  as  a  result  of  the 
coordination  requirements,  adherence  to  Civil  Rights  provisions, 
reconciliation  of  pay  requests,  and  assurance  of  environmental  provisions. 

Based  on  the  number  of  Block  Grant  and  active  State  Aid  to  Airports 
projects,  this  would  mean  a  total  workload  increase  of  15%-20%  to 
accommodate  the  Block  Grant  Program.  The  total  operating  budget  of  the 
Airport  Development  function  is  about  $400,000  annually.  This  would  result 
in  the  approximate  cost  to  the  Division  to  administer  the  Block  Grant 
Program  of  $60,000  to  $80,000  per  year. 

It  is  not  known  liow  much  time  will  be  spent  on  Block  Grant  matters  by 
other  Departmental  units.  There  is  obviously  an  Increased  workload  on  our 
fiscal  units  to  handle  pay  requests  and  reconcile  audit  reports.  In 
addition,  the  Department's  attorneys  receive  questions  periodically 
concerning  block  grants.  However,  no  specific  dollar  amount  can  be 
determined  for  these  services. 

13.  Overall  Assessment 

The  Department  has  been  pleased  with  the  results  of  the  two  years  of 
the  Block  Grant  Program  which  have  been  completed.  We  have  generally 
received  positive  comments  from  both  Sponsors  and  consultants.  Any 
criticism  received  has  been  the  result  of  the  capability  of  specific 
individuals  to  Iiandle  assigned  duties  or  from  system  deficiencies  resulting 
from  the  rapid  growtli  of  the  state  program  in  general. 
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For  the  three  years  of  the  Block  Grant  Program,  our  state  program  will 
have  grown  from  a  $3.4  million  annual  grant  program  to  an  $8.2  million 
annual  grant  program.  Having  this  growth  of  state  funds,  combined  with  the 
added  responsibilities  of  the  Block  Grants,  has  emphasized  certain 
procedural  and  administrative  weaknesses  in  our  organization.  In 
cooperation  with  ongoing  evaluation  of  programs  in  the  rest  of  the 
Department,  we  are  trying  to  identify  the  scope  of  those  concerns.  Identify 
a  strategy  to  correct  problems,  and  develop  funding  sources  for  items  such 
as  computer  systems  and  equipment. 

The  biggest  single  concern  we  have  identified  about  the  Block  Grant 
Program  is  the  lack  of  firm  program  amounts  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 
As  noted,  we  publish  a  state  five  year  program  which  has  been  extremely 
effective  in  allowing  Sponsors  to  plan  for  projects  and  expenditures  on  a 
medium  range  basis.  We  have  not  been  able  to  do  so  tor  the  Block  Grants. 

In  FY  1990,  for  example,  we  made  otir  tentative  allocations  based  upon 
the  FAA's  projections  contained  in  an  award  letter.  About  45  days  later, 

FAA  advised  us  that  due  to  budget  problems,  the  grants  were  being  reduced  by 
about  10%  (about  $850,000).  We  adjusted  the  program  and  notified  Sponsors. 
FAA  subsequently  came  back  about  90  days  after  this  and  added  $500,000  back 
to  the  program.  Thus,  Sponsors  really  did  not  know  until  well  into  the 
second  quarter  of  federal  FY  90  how  much  money  they  would  have  for  projects. 

We  believe  that,  for  a  long  range  program  to  be  effective,  there  should 
be  a  commitment  of  minimum  funding  levels  over  the  life  of  the  program. 

While  this  might  not  accommodate  potential  discretionary  funds  or  overall 
program  increases,  it  would  give  a  starting  point  for  a  more  productive 
capital  improvements  program. 

With  regard  to  discretionary  funds,  we  have  previously  raised  the 
concern  that  FAA  would  not  consider  providing  discretionary  or  fallout  funds 
to  the  participating  states  after  their  Grant  Agreement  had  been  signed  for 
a  specific  year.  This  put  our  airports  in  the  position  of  not  being  able  to 
take  advantage  of  such  funds  while  other  airports  in  other  states  could. 
Wliile  we  recognize  that  the  funds  awarded  to  Block  Grant  states  already 
contained  some  discretionary  funding,  we  believe  those  states  and  their 
airports  should  be  able  to  compete  on  a  fair  basis  for  any  additional  funds 
which  might  be  made  available  later  in  the  Fiscal  Year. 

The  Division  has  enjoyed  a  good  working  relationship  with  both  the 
Atlanta  ADO  and  Southern  Region  of  FAA  during  the  Block  Grant  Program.  We 
have  received  good  cooperation  from  all  of  the  units  with  which  we  have 
worked  and  beleive  they  have  been  supportive  of  the  state’s  role  in  the 
program.  Any  problems  encountered  specifically  with  FAA  have  either  been  of 
a  temporary  nature  and  corrected  quickly  (i.e.  the  problems  with 
reimbursement  of  the  Department  after  payments  are  made  to  Sponsors)  or 
problems  which  FAA  itself  encounters  and  is  already  familiar  with  (i.e.  the 
delays  in  completion  of  FAA  coordination  of  construction  projects  and 
airport  plans) . 
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Table  II  Allocations  By  Airport  and  Project  Description 
FY  1990  Allocations 


Location  and 

Name  of  Airport 

Federal 

Funds 

Description  of  Work 

Albemarle 

Stanly  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$1,788,000 

Site  preparation  for  runway 
extension  from  4,700'  to 

5,500’ 

Andrews 

Andrews-Murphy 
(General  Aviation) 

$  537,380 

Land  acquisition  for  runway  25 
runway  protection  zone 

Lincolnton 

Lincoln  County 
(Reliever) 

$  A82,188 

Site  preparation  for  parallel 
taxiway  and  aircraft  parking 
apron  expansion 

Loulsburg 

Franklin  County  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$1.617,A25 

First  year  of  multi-year  project 
site  preparation  for  new  airport 
(5,500*  runway,  para  twy,  apron) 

Manteo 

Dare  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$  340,000 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  for  runway  22  runway 
protection  zone 

Monroe 

Monroe  Municipal 
(Reliever) 

$  452,000 

Extend  partial  parallel  taxiway, 
widen  runway  safety  area 

Roxlioro 

Person  County 
( Reliever) 

$  432,000 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  runway  object  free 
areas  and  approaches 

Salisbury 

Rowan  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$2,268,447 

Site  preparation  for  extension 
of  runway  and  para  taxiway  from 
4,200’  to  5,500’ 

Smltlifleld 

Johnston  County 
(Reliever) 

$  169,980 

Construct  access  road  and  access 
taxiway  to  second  FBO  area 

Southern  Pines 

Moore  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$  204,000 

Land  acquisition  ior  runway  5 
runway  protection  zone 

******************************/.************************************* 
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FY  1991  Allocations 


Location  and 

Name  of  Airport 

Federal 

Funds 

Description  of  Work 

Albemarle 

Stanly  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

588,000 

Pave  and  light  extension  from 
4,700'  to  5,500;  strengthen 
4,700'  runway 

Andrews 

Andrews-Murphy 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

250,000 

Update  Airport  Layout  Plan; 
construct  partial  parallel 
taxiway 

Asheboro 

Asheboro  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

612,000 

Land  for  development;  extend 
runway  from  3,900'  to  4,500' 

Burlington 
Burlington-Alamance 
(General  Aviation) 

$1 

,252,637 

Phase  I  site  preparation  for 
runway  extension  from  3,700' 
to  5,000' 

Concord 

Concord  Municipal  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$1 

,000,000 

Land  acquisition  and  project 
design  for  new  airport;  phase  1 
clearing  and  drainage 

Franklin 

Macon  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

672,852 

Environmental  assessment;  extend 
runway  from  3,800'  to  4,400'; 
widen  from  60'  to  75' 

Gastonia 

Gastonia  Regional  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$l 

,000,000 

Land  acquisition  and  project 
design  for  new  airport;  phase  1 
clearing  and  drainage 

Lincolnton 

Lincoln  County 
(Reliever) 

$ 

363,836 

Pave  and  light  parallel  taxiway 
and  expanded  aircraft  parking 
apron 

I,incolnton 

Lincoln  County 
(Reliever) 

$ 

88,164 

Land  acquisition  and  obstruction 
removal  for  rwy  protection  zones 
comprehensive  pavement  sealing 

Lou  1 sburg 

Franklin  County  (New) 

( Re  1 lever ) 

$ 

862,575 

Second  year  of  multi-year 
project  to  construct  new 
airport 

Monroe 

Monroe  Municipal 
(Re  1  lever ) 

$ 

48,000 

Remove  utility  lines  in 
runway  5  runway  protection 
zone 
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Mount  Airy 

Mount  Airy-Surry  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

936,000 

Extend  and  light  runway  from 
3,500'  to  4,300';  taxiway 
turnaround  runway  18 

Oxford 

Oxford-Henderson 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

432,800 

Strengthen  runway  6-24 
(5,000  X  100');  expand 
aircraft  parking  apron 

Rockingham 
Rocklngham-Hamlet 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

146,800 

Land  acquisition  and  obst 
removal  for  rwy  protection 
zones;  rehabilitate  apron 

Salisbury 

Rowan  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

399,360 

Pave  and  1 ight  runway  and 
para  taxiway  extension  from 
4,200'  to  5,500’ 

Smithf ield 

Johnston  County 
(Reliever) 

1 

640,000 

Land  acquisition  for  runway 
extension  from  4,^00'  to 

5,500’ 

Southern  Pines 

Moore  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

50,000 

Relocate  utility  lines  in 
runway  5  runway  protection 
zone 

*****************-ki;*!ifk*****if  ******************************(  f;********* 

FY  1992  Allocations 

Location  and 

Name  of  Airport 

Federal 

Funds 

Description  of  Work 

Andrews 

Audi ews-Murphy 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

128,000 

Land  acquisition  for  apron 
expansion;  expand  aircraft 
parking  apron 

Burlington 
Burlington-Alamance 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

942,073 

Phase  II  site  preparation  for 
runway  extension  from  3,700' 
to  5,000' 

Concord 

Concord  Municipal  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$2 

,280,436 

Land  acquisition;  initial  phase 
site  preparation  for  new  airport 
(5,500'  runway,  para  twy,  apron) 

Franklin 

Macon  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

532,000 

Construct  parallel  taxlway 
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Gastonia 

Gastonia  Regional  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$2 

,280,436 

Land  acquisition;  initial  phase 
site  preparation  for  new  airport 
(5,500'  rnwy,  para  tw,  apron) 

Louisburg 

Franklin  County  (New) 
(Reliever) 

$2 

,800,000 

Pave  and  light  new  airport 
(5,000'  rnwy,  para  tw,  apron, 
access  road,  visual  aids) 

I.umberton 

Lumberton  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

212.960 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  for  runway  protection 
zones 

Lumberton 

Lumberton  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

15,000 

Rehabilitate  airfield  drainage 
system 

Mount  Airy 

Mount  Airy-Surry  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

64,000 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  for  runway  object  free 
areas 

Rc>rklngham 
Rocklngham-Hamlet 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

23,800 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  for  runway  protection 
zones 

Sal isbury 

Rowan  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

160,000 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal  for  runway  protection 
zones 

Smi thf ield 

Johnston  County 
(Reliever) 

$1 

,600,000 

Phase  1  site  preparation  for 
extension  of  runway  and  para  tw 
from  4,400'  to  5,500' 

Southern  Pines 

Moore  County 
("General  Aviation) 

$1 

,144,000 

Land  acquisition,  obstruction 
removal,  relocation  assistance 
rnwy  5  runway  protection  zone 

Statesvil le 

Statesville  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

646,600 

Land  acquisition  for  line  of 
sight  between  runways;  runway 
protection  zone  land 

Statesville 

Statesville  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

151 ,200 

Extend  runway  safety  area  on 
approach  end  runway  28 

Statesville 

Statesville  Municipal 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

IRl ,000 

Construct  partial  parallel 
taxiway  for  runway  10-28 

Wllkesboro 

V/ilkes  County 
(General  Aviation) 

$ 

428,000 

Lain!  acqulsitiini,  obstrtiction 
removal  for  runway  protection 

zones 
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SCHEDULE  OF  REVIEW  MEETINGS 


state  Block  Grant  Pilot  Program 
Schedule  of  Review  Meetings 


This  schedule  outlines  formal  review  meetings  for  the  State  block 
grant  pilot  program.  It  identifies  the  date,  primary 
organization,  and  location  of  meetings.  It  does  not  describe 
contacts  with  any  other  organization  at  these  meetings  or  ongoing 
communications  with  the  States  and  other  organizations. 


DATE 

Initial  Meetings 
June  2,  1989 
June  2,  1989 
June  2,  1989 
June  14,  1989 

Initial  Visits 
July  24,  1989 
July  25,  1989 
August  16,  1989 
August  16,  1989 
October  31,  1989 
November  1,  1989 


July  15,  18-19,  1991 
July  15,  1991 
July  16,  1991 
July  17,  1991 
August  27,  30,  1991 
August  27,  1991 
August  28,  1991 
August  29,  1991 
September  24,  1991 
September  25,  1991 
September  26,  1991 
September  27,  1991 


ORGANIZATION 


FAA  Advisory  Team 
State  of  Illinois 
State  of  North  Carolina 
State  of  Missouri 


FAA  Central  Region 
State  of  Missouri 
FAA  Southern  Region 
State  of  North  Carolina 
FAA  Great  Lakes  Region 
State  of  Illinois 


FAA  Great  Lakes  Region 
City  of  Aurora 
City  of  Peru 
State  of  Illinois 
FAA  Central  Region 
City  of  Kansas  City 
City  of  Rolla 
State  of  Missouri 
State  of  North  Carolina 
Rowan  County 
Lincoln  County 
FAA  Southern  Region 


LOCATION 


Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC* 
Washington,  DC* 
Kansas  City,  MO 


Kansas  City,  MO 
Jefferson  City,  MO 
Atlanta,  GA 
Raleigh,  NC 
Chicago,  IL 
Springfield,  IL 


Springfield,  IL 
Raleigh,  NC 
Jefferson  City,  MO 
Washington,  DC 


Chicago,  IL 
Aurora,  IL 
Peru,  IL 
Springfield,  IL 
Kansas  City,  MO 
Kansas  City,  MO 
Rolla,  MO 

Jefferson  City,  MO 
Raleigh,  NC 
Salisbury,  NC 
Lincolnton,  NC 
Atlanta,  GA 


Preliminary  Evaluation  Meetings 


July  30-31,  1990 
August  30,  1990 
September  13,  1990 
May  7,  1991 


State  of  Illinois 
State  of  North  Carolina 
State  of  Missouri 
FAA  Advisory  Team 


Final  Evaluation  Visits  and  Site  Inspections 


it 


Joint  meeting. 
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UTILIZATION  RATE  OF  BLOCK  GRANTS 
FISCAL  YEARS  1990  AND  1991 
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NUMBER  OF  GRANTS  ISSUED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 
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NUMBER  OF  GRANTS  ISSUED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 

FISCAL  YEARS  1990  AND  1991 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 


STATE  BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 
NUMBER  OF  GRANTS  ISSUED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 

FISCAL  YEARS  1990  AND  1991 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI 
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NUMBER  OF  GRANTS  ISSUED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 

FISCAL  YEARS  1990  AND  1991 


STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
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FEDERAL  FUNDS  PROVIDED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 
FISCAL  YEARS  1990  AND  1991 
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Funds  distributed  by  the  State  as  shown. 
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FEDERAL  FUNDS  PROVIDED  BY  AIRPORT  TYPE 


Funds  distributed  by  the  State  as  shown. 
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